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 The increased rate of change in organizations, and a failure rate up to 70% (Kotter, 1990; 
Higgs & Rowland, 2000; Pasmore, 2011), has led to an increase in research concerning 
organizational change.  However, the literature still has yet to identify the ideal set of change 
implementation strategies.  While leadership is argued to be an essential element to successful 
change the research on the specific behaviors and skills needed of change leaders is still in 
development (Beer & Walton, 1987). More investigation needs to be done concerning the 
identification and measurement of behaviors and skills related to successful organizational 
change.  The current study contributes to this area in the literature.  The aim was to develop and 
validate an instrument, the Change Leader Behavioral Inventory.  The instrument identifies 
distinct behavioral dimensions associated with organizational change and the relationships 
among them.  The goal was to provide a tool for individuals who lead change to receive feedback 
from their direct reports on how well they perform change related behaviors during a change 
initiative.  The feedback will be beneficial to guide the professional development of change 
leaders. 
 In order to develop the Change Leader Behavioral Inventory many areas of the change 
literature were considered.  The psychometric validation of the Change Leader Behavioral 
!
Inventory was based on a modified version of Hinkin’s (1998) framework for instrument 
validation.  The instrument was administered in an online survey to employed individuals who 
had been through organizational change.  The analysis of the survey responses (N = 405) 
provided support for the hypothesized model which consisted of seven categories of change.  
There was also support for the addition of another dimension to the instrument, resulting in an 
eight-factor model which will be used for future research.  The results and implications for future 
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CHAPTER 1  
Introduction 
 
 The rate of economic, global and technological development forces organizations to be in 
a constant state of change (Cummings & Worley, 2015; Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). As a result 
of these factors and the fluctuating capital markets that heavily influence organizations, 
structural shifts are necessitated in order to respond to the needs of the market (Burke, 2011).  
Organizations need to embrace change in order to remain competitive and survive (Beer & 
Norhria; Connor, 1992; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Higgs & Rowland, 2005; Kotter & 
Schlesinger, 2008; Nadler & Tushman, 1999).  The increased rate of change in organizations has 
led to an increase in research concerning organizational change, but the literature still has yet to 
identify the ideal set of change implementation strategies (Armenakis & Harris, 2002).  
 Organizational changes either can be simply “fine-tuning” the current organizational 
practices and procedures or can be a large-scale change that requires a fundamental shift within 
the organization (Burke, 2011).  Kotter and Schlesinger (2008) indicate that organizations go 
through moderate change once a year and more significant change every four or five years.  The 
increase in change implementation research has provided further insights into strong practices 
around change, but the literature is still lacking in providing sufficient knowledge around all 
aspects of effective change implementation (Armenakis, Bernerth, Pitts & Walker, 2007; 
Hersovitch & Meyer, 2002).  As the research around change implementation is still incomplete, 
it shouldn’t be surprising that the success rate of organizational change is quite low.  According 
to many authors, the failure rate is up to 70% (Kotter, 1990; Higgs & Rowland, 2000; Pasmore, 
2011). While there are successful change initiatives that should be recognized (Golembiewski, 
2009), the bottom line is that significantly more research needs to be done to further explore how 
to better successfully implement change.  Research should focus on the creation of practical 
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application strategies and tools to help decrease the rate of change failure.   
 Failed change initiatives can have a significant impact on organizations. Organizations 
can lose relevancy in the marketplace if they can’t make the organizational changes necessary to 
produce a new product or service and stay competitive with the consumers, then they lose market 
share.  Vollman (1996) refers to this as “dominate or die” (pg. 9).  If organizations fail to 
dominate their market, the organization is doomed to fail.  Take for example the emergence of 
Wal-mart as a discount store and the impact on previously established retail establishments such 
as Sears.  In 2011, Wal-mart’s revenues were nearly eight times that of Sears (Sweeny, 2012).  
While over the years Sears has attempted to change their organization to stay relevant in sections 
of their market, the attempt at change is seen as a failure.  The downturn of Sears has led to a 
toxic environment where executive leadership has an incredibly high turnover rate.  Talent is 
being lost and revenues are plunging.  The organization is becoming irrelevant.  There is 
speculation that Sears is generating a plan to liquidate their assets and take what they can 
(Sweeny, 2012); they are dying.  How did they fail to change to meet market place demands? 
   Employee turnover and decreased shares in the marketplace are not the only two 
impacts on a failed change attempt. Commitment to the organization has been found to decrease 
if the participants of change don’t believe in the value of the change or in the efficacy of the 
organization to support the change (Hersovitch & Meyer, 2002).  This could further impact the 
likelihood of resistance to future change initiatives.  The work of Wanberg and Banas (2000) 
argues that when individuals have a negative attitude for change, which could stem from failed 
change attempts, openness to change decreases which in turn causes decreased job satisfaction 
and increased job-related irritability and turnover.  
 If the implications of failed change can be so detrimental on an organization, why is more 
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not done to ensure change is successful?  What is causing the high failure rate of change?  There 
are many factors discussed around the potential contributions to failed change attempts. First, 
and put most simplistically, change is hard (Ferrazzi, 2014). Regardless of the scope of change, 
new ways of working are introduced into the organization, and at some level of the organization, 
a significant amount of attention and effort needs to be allocated to the change.  Even when the 
time is given to the effort, often establishing the new ways of working are considered the highest 
priority and the people side of change is forgotten (Baldoni, 2013).  Kotter (1995) outlines eight 
errors that contributes to failure of organizational change.  Each of these errors refers to a task or 
tasks that aren’t accomplished during change.  However, each error has an underlying 
assumption that the lack of the accomplished task has an impact on individuals involved in the 
change. See Table 1.  He argues that any one of these errors can lead to a failed change initiative.  
 
Table 1 
Why Transformation Efforts Fail 
Error Rationale for Failure  
1 Not establishing a great sense of urgency 
2 Not establishing a powerful enough guiding coalition 
3 Lacking a vision 
4 Under communicating the vision by a factor of ten 
5 Not removing obstacles to the new vision 
6 Not systematically planning for and creating short-term wins 
7 Declaring victory too soon 
8 Not anchoring changes in the corporate culture 
(Kotter, 1995) 
 
 Pasmore (2011) argues that during the implementation of change, leadership is often 
lacking which contributes to the failure rate.  The lack of leadership during change can be a 
result of the leader not providing direction or creating an action  plan around the change, not 
aligning their commitment to change with their actions, an inability to attend to shifting priorities 
during change, or not listening to people who have ideas about the change.  Some argue leaders 
can’t sustain the change after the change has been executed (Ready, 2013).  Leaders might have 
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been able to set the vision and create the urgency, but the work to sustain the change wasn’t 
accomplished.  Bridges (2009) believes individuals who are identified as agents of change can 
easily forget that they need to facilitate the process of change, not just enact it on others. This 
could be a result of the right individuals not being selected as a change agent (Baldoni, 2013) and 
lacking the skills to manage and create readiness for change (Armenakis, Harris, & Moosholder, 
1993).  
 The aforementioned factors are not an exhaustive list of all of the potential reasons for 
failed change attempts, but they help to illustrate the fact that change is a complex process. 
Consideration needs to be given to not only why the change is happening, but also around the 
individuals of the organization and what they need during change.  Who leads this complex 
process?  Who possesses the necessary skills and behaviors to plan for and implement the change 
process?  How are these individuals identified?  Should they be chosen based on their current 
positional authority within the organization? Or should they be chosen based on a skillset known 
to support change?  Or can any individual act as an agent of change, receive feedback and 
develop the necessary skills?   
Leadership is essential to leading change, but the research on the specific skills needed to 
successfully support successful change (Beer & Walton, 2009) is still emerging. As the skillset 
hasn’t been clearly identified, the appropriate selection process or development process is even 
further behind. More investigation needs to be done around the behaviors and skills related to 
successful organizational change in order to best match the leader or develop the leader as a 
successful change agent.  
 Exploring further the leadership skills and behaviors for effective change supports 
Burke’s (2011) and Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron’s (2001) assertions that more research 
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needs to be conducted around the process of change.  The process of change is considered the 
“how” of change, the actions taken in order to support the change, not the content of the change, 
the “what” (Aremenakis & Fredenberger, 1997).  There is a substantial amount of literature that 
refers to approaches to change, such as Lewin’s (1951) classic model of change to the more 
contemporary model of Kotter (1996); both which outline the what of the change. They address 
the stages and or phases that are considered to be the best way to approach change.  While these 
approaches help to establish the “what” of change, the steps that need to be taken, the “how” of 
change implementation still needs further empirical exploration.  For example, the “how” in 
change leadership.  How do you create the urgency for change?  How do you manage change?  
What behaviors should be demonstrated to successfully implement change (Battilana, Gilmartin, 
Sengul, Pache, & Alexander, 2010)?  Focusing further research on the process component of 
change can help to provide a more robust understanding on not only the “what” of change, but 
contribute to the understanding of the “how” of change.  
 The current study contributes to the research around the process of change 
implementation, specifically around the behaviors and skills associated with leaders during 
change. The current study is not aimed at establishing the relationship between behaviors of 
change leaders and change success, rather to first identify the behaviors and their distinct 
dimensions related to change implementation.  Subsequent research will further investigate the 
behavioral dimensions identified on the instrument with change related outcomes. The aim of the 
current study is to develop and validate an instrument that accurately reflects change leader 
behaviors and how they are performed during change. Prior to further investigations on change 
leaders and effective change, a tool to accurately depict the behaviors associated with how to 
support the process of change needs to be established.  Therefore, the current study attempts to 
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develop and validate the Change Leader Behavioral Inventory (CLBI).  The goal is to provide a 
tool that will provide leaders of change feedback on the perceptions of their direct reports on 
their performance during change. The feedback will be beneficial to guide the professional 
development around change behaviors.    
The research question that guided the development of the Change Leader Behavioral 
Inventory was: 
a)! Can a reliable and valid measure be constructed to measure effective change 
leader behaviors? 
 
Instrument Development and Validation 
 In order to develop the Change Leader Behavioral Inventory many areas of the change 
literature are considered.  First, there will be a review concerning types of change, 
transformational and transactional.  This review will provide the conceptual frame for the type of 
change for which this inventory is situated.  Following, will be a review of the approach to 
change according to Lewin and Kotter in order to provide rationale for the inclusion of certain 
behavioral dimensions on the instrument.  The concept of leadership will be explored to provide 
an overall framework for thinking about skills and behaviors of a change leaders that further 
supported the generation of items in specific behavioral dimensions.  Finally, there will be a 
review of the literature on effective change related activities to generate the items in each 
subdimension.  
 The psychometric validation of the Change Leader Behavioral Inventory is based on a 
modified version of Hinkin’s (1998) framework for instrument validation.  Validation will occur 
by sending the original instrument, in an online survey, to individuals who have gone through an 
organizational change initiative.  As a validated inventory, it will be used as a tool in change 
management implementation.  
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Theoretical and Practical Contributions 
 The aim of Change Leader Behavioral Inventory is to contribute to the literature on the 
behaviors of individuals leading change.  The CLBI aims to be an empirically tested, and 
validated instrument which will be used as a mechanism for feedback to the individuals leading 
change. This instrument specifically will provide leaders with feedback from their subordinates 
concerning the demonstration of change-leader behaviors.  The goal is for the inventory to be a 
tool that can be used internally within an organization with the support of an internal or external 
Organizational Development (OD) professional.  This individual would distribute the instrument 
to a change leader’s subordinates.  After the data is collected and analyzed the OD professional 
would provide feedback to change leaders on how well the leader performed the change related 
behaviors and discuss implications. Additionally, the OD professional could provide suggestions 
for further exploration of the data gathered or potential actions steps that could be taken based on 
the data.  The end goal is to increase the awareness of leaders of change of how well they 
perform behaviors related to effective change implementation.  
 As mentioned, the purpose of this study was to validate the CLBI, not to assess the 
effectiveness of change leaders’ behaviors related to a successful change effort.  Successful 
change outcomes have been included in the instrument, but solely for exploratory purposes.  
Subsequent research will further investigate the relationship of change leader behaviors and 
change success.  
 This dissertation contains five chapters, including this introduction.  Chapter 2, the 
Literature Review, provides the theoretical foundations for the development of the instrument. 
Chapter 3, the Methodology, provides an outline of the methods used to develop and validate the 
Change Leader Behavioral Inventory.  The steps taken to validate the instrument will be 
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discussed in detail, the items of the instrument will be provided and the proposed statistical 
analysis will be presented.  Chapter 4, the Results, provides the results of the study and provides 
statistical analysis of the participant responses.  Finally, Chapter 5, the Discussion, provides an 





























 This chapter will provide the theoretical justifications behind the current research.  The 
chapter is organized as a progression of theoretical considerations in the development of the 
Change Leader Behavioral Inventory (CLBI).  First, there will be a review of relevant studies 
that frame the subsequent considerations.  Second, there is a discussion concerning the different 
types of changes organizations go through and the approaches to those changes.  Discussion will 
be provided on how these components of change were factored into the framework for the 
instrument.  Next, a detailed overview of leadership theories and their contributions to the 
development of the instrument will be provided.  Finally, a review of the literature that provides 
the theoretical justification for the inclusion of each subdimension will be provided.  
A Review of Relevant Studies  
 Research concerning the impact of leadership in successful change implementation 
(Colville & Murphy, 2006; Conner, 1999) has begun to address the current need of further 
exploring the specific behaviors associated with effective change leadership.  Previous research 
suggests that leadership has a significant impact on the success of change (Conner, 1992, 1999; 
Higgs & Rowland, 2011; Kotter, 1995,1996).   However, further investigations need to establish 
the specific behaviors that leaders exhibit to successfully implement change (Battilana et al., 
2010; Higgs & Rowland, 2011).   
 Higgs and Rowland (2011) argue that while there is literature to support the leader’s role 
in successful change, the findings don’t go much beyond generic descriptions. In an attempt to 
provide further empirical justification supporting the behaviors of successful change leaders, 
Higgs and Rowland (2011) conducted a study of the behaviors of successful change leaders.  
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Through a qualitative study, they interviewed leaders at 33 organizations and had them recollect 
and describe a story related to change.  Their final coding of the interviews included four critical 
behavior sets: attractor, edge and tension, container and transforming space that were based on 
the three broad sets of leadership behaviors from a previous study (Higgs & Rowland, 2005): 
shaping behavior, framing change and creating capacity.  They found that leaders who, 
exhibited the four behaviors, and had a minimal presence of leader-centric behaviors, had the 
highest level of success in their organization. leader-centric behaviors are “sets of behaviors in 
which the individual leader tends to be the focus of the action” (Higgs & Rowland, 2011, pg. 
314).  While these findings contribute to the empirical link between change leader behaviors and 
successful change, limitations with their study exist.  First, the interviews were retrospective in 
nature, which could have led to biased responses.  Also, success at change was self-reported, 
making it difficult to assess the relationship between the behaviors reported and actual outcomes.  
Higgs and Rowland (2011) suggest that further quantitative research is needed to explore change 
leader behaviors.   
 Gilley, Gilley, and McMillian (2009) investigated the relationship between leadership 
behaviors and successful change implementation.  The study examined the success of a manger’s 
implementation of change based on the perception of employees. The leadership skills and 
behaviors assessed in relation to success were: coaching, rewards, communication, motivation, 
involvement and team building.  A survey was distributed to 552 graduate students to gather data.  
In their results, they concluded that the identified skills and abilities of change leaders were 
positively associated with successful change.  While contributing to the literature linking 
leadership behaviors and effective change, there were significant limitations within this study.  
First, a convenience sample was used and the nature of the questioning was subjective. Graduate 
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students were the only participants in the study and the survey asked students to recollect a 
previous work experience where a leader had led a change initiative.  There was no mechanism 
to assess the type of change individuals were referring to in their responses or to verify the actual 
outcomes achieved.   Gilley et al. (2009) suggests further investigation into how change leader 
behaviors can be measured and developed.  
 Armenakis et al. (2007) did another examination focused on change recipient’s 
perspectives on change implementation. Beliefs were assessed on five different dimensions: 
discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support and valance.  Discrepancy refers to the 
belief that the change is needed.  Appropriateness is the belief that appropriate actions can be 
taken within the organization to support the change.  Efficacy is the belief that the change 
recipient can execute the behaviors needed for change.  Principal support is the support provided 
by change agents and opinion leaders.  Finally, valance is the belief by the change recipient that 
there are intrinsic and extrinsic rewards associated with the change.   
  The objective of Armenakis’ et al. (2007) instrument is to gauge progress towards 
organizational change efforts in regard to “(a) a barometer of the degree of buy-in among change 
recipients, (b) an assessment of deficiencies in specific beliefs that can adversely impact the 
success of an organizational change, (c) a basis for planning and executing actions to enhance 
buy-in among organizational change recipients” (pg. 481).  Armenakis et al. (2007) concluded 
that their instrument was psychometrically sound and a valuable tool for use in the 
implementation of change.  To further expand on their work, they suggest further efforts in 
developing additional subscales to assess similar behaviors and beliefs towards change.     
 These three investigations contribute to the literature concerning the process of change 
implementation.  Higgs and Rowland (2011) and Gilley et al. (2009) have contributed, 
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specifically to the examination of the behaviors leaders exhibit during change, but with 
methodological limitations.  Armenkais’ et al. (2007) work provides a psychometrically sound 
instrument that provides useful data for an organization as a change is implemented.  Both Gilley 
et al. (2009) and Armenakis et al. (2007) explored the perspectives of the recipients of change, 
rather than the leader self-report method employed by Higgs and Rowland (2011).     
 When considering how to expand upon the previous studies in this area, it was also 
important to consider not only the skillset needed by leaders of change, but also the current 
situational context of change in organizations.  Complex, continuous change (Pasmore, 2015) is 
the norm for organizations (Gilley, 2005; Kotter, 2014; Trautlein, 2013).   The constant change 
in organizations requires leaders of change to both effectively set the vision and inspire 
individuals in an organization, but also implement the day-to-day operations (Gilley, 2005).  
Leaders must be agile in their approach and take the time to pause to ensure their behaviors are 
aligned with effective change.  Leaders of change must prioritize the change which is most 
important to the organization, prepare a plan to engage individuals and continuously monitor the 
progress.  Leaders must also engage in reflection of the process to establish what structures and 
process should be maintained or revised to improve the organization.  Additionally, throughout 
the process celebrate the successes that have been accomplished (Pasmore, 2015).  The complex, 
constant nature of change requires that attention be given to the behaviors leaders need to 
perform in order to support the continuous nature of change.   
Based on the contributions and limitations of the aforementioned investigations, 
consideration for the current context of organizational change, along with an in depth literature 
review of the organizational change process, this study will further contribute to the research 
around the process of change implementation, specifically on the behaviors of leaders during 
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change implementation.  
Types of Organizational Change 
 Organizational changes can be classified by a variety of dichotomous categories such as 
revolutionary or evolutionary, discontinuous versus continuous or transactional versus 
transformational (Burke, 2011; Henderson, 2002). Even though the language of the categories 
gives the impression that there are only two distinct categories, rather they live on a continuum 
with these categories as the anchors.  For the purposes of this discussion, the distinction between 
transformation and transactional changes will be further explored, with the understanding that 
the other categories hold similar distinctions.   
 Transformational changes are those that require significant changes for the organization 
in regards to the ways of working and how people think and behave (Henderson, 2002).  In 
transformational change, basic elements of the organization, such as values, norms and 
organizational assumptions occur are altered (Burke, 2011; French & Bell, 1999; Henderson, 
2002). Transformational change typically is a long-term initiative in an organization and requires 
significant effort at all levels of the organization (Burke, 2011).  
 Transactional changes are seen as redesigns and modifications of systems and processes 
in organizations that are done in incremental steps and don’t require significant behavior or 
mindset changes (Burke, 2011; Henderson, 2002; Walton, 1999).  These types of changes tend to 
be lower in complexity, uncertainty and cost than a transformational change (Kritner & Krinicki, 
2013).  Transactional change requires only the attention a certain segment of the organization 
(Burke, 2011).  
 In the development of the current instrument under investigation the decision was made 
to focus on change behaviors associated with transformational change.  The rationale for this 
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decision was multi-faceted.  One, transformational change typically involves all levels of the 
organization and the aim of the instrument is to be a development tool for leaders of change at all 
levels of the organization.  Two, the complexity of a transformational change will necessitate 
many different elements of change be considered (e.g. communication, engagement, monitoring 
and adjusting).  Organizations that are going through a transformational change are more likely 
to need additional tools and resources to help support the change implementation plan. Finally, 
once leaders learn the behaviors required to lead transformational change, they can more easily 
manage transactional change while the reverse is not true.   
Approaches to Organizational Change 
 When an organization is planning to go through a significant change, different theoretical 
frameworks often are used to inform the activities that need to be carried out for success 
(Cummings & Worley, 2015).  Two approaches that are often used to inform change are a 
process approach and systems approach.  The process approach focuses on a set of structured 
sequenced steps that inform the implementation of change.  Most notable of the frameworks in 
this type of approach is Lewin’s three phases of unfreeze, change and refreeze (Lewin, 1951).  In 
contrast, the systems approach uses a framework or model to diagnosis the current state of the 
system in order to identify what to change and ways to evaluate the success of the change 
(Kritner & Kinicki, 2013). While there are benefits to each approach, the generation of the items 
on the CLBI was generated utilizing the framework of the process approach.  As the goal was to 
development an instrument through which direct reports could assess the behaviors of their 
leaders, the diagnostic process in the systems approach wasn’t as relevant.  Additionally, the 
process approach, specifically those outlined by Lewin and Kotter, discuss specific steps that 
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more easily allow the alignment of behaviors with certain steps during change implementation. 
See Table 2. Following is a brief description of the two frameworks towards change.  
 
Table 2 
Approaches to Change 
Change 
Theorists Approach to Change Elements of Approach 
Lewin (1951)  3 - Phase 
•! Unfreezing current organizational behaviors 
•! Change create and implement a new organizational 
model is created and new systems and processes are 
included 
•! Refreezing is when the change is reinforced and 
becomes part of the organization 
Kotter (1995) 8-Step Process 
•! Establish a sense of urgency 
•! Create a guiding coalition 
•! Develop vision and strategy 
•! Communicate change vision 
•! Empower broad-based action 
•! Generate short-term wins 
•! Consolidate gains and produce more change 
•! Anchor new approaches in the culture 
 
 
 Lewin’s (1951) model of change is a widely used framework, adapted into many other 
theoretical models (Armenakis, Harris, & Field, 2002; Judson, 1991).  This classic model 
outlines three successive stages of change: unfreezing, change, and refreezing.  The unfreezing 
phase is focused on creating the motivation for change.  This is accomplished through showing 
the discrepancy in where the organization is currently and the desired state.  In the changing 
phase, the organizational change takes place.  This is when revisions to systems and processes 
occur to help support the change.  Finally, in the refreezing stage the change is reinforced and 
becomes part of the culture of the organization. 
 Kotter (1995) suggests that for an organization to go through a successful transformation 
they must go through a series of phases of change that requires a significant amount of time.  His 
model of change was based on Lewin’s original 3 phases (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Kotter 
1995).   Trying to move through the stages too quickly or skipping stages only results in failed 
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change efforts, even for the most capable leaders (Kotter, 1995).  Kotter argues that 
organizations typically operate in multiple steps at a given time, but getting too far ahead without 
a solid base in a step almost always creates problems (Kotter, 1996). 
 Following is a brief overview of the eight steps of Kotter’s change model.  Step one is 
establishing a sense of urgency where the organization articulates the specific needs for the 
change effort and how the change is a necessary response to the external market.  Step two is 
forming a powerful guiding coalition where a team is given the opportunity to work 
collaboratively in order to guide the change effort.  Step three is creating a vision that helps to 
direct the change effort and develop strategies to achieve the desired state.  Step four is 
communicating the vision and strategy to the organization in addition to the plan that will 
support the change.  Step five is empowering others to act on the vision and obstacles to change 
are removed.  Organization members are engaged in the change and innovative ideas and actions 
are encouraged. Step six is planning for and creating short-term wins where recognition and 
rewards are provided for visible organization improvements related to the change.  Step seven is 
consolidating improvements and producing still more change.  In this step improvements that 
have been made are leveraged to make more changes where necessary.  At this stage it is also 
critical to ensure the change is integrated into systems and procedures in the organization such as 
human resources and continuous engagement in the process takes place.  Step eight is 
institutionalizing the change where new behaviors of the organization are clearly tied to success 
and the leadership succession for continued implementation of the change is attended to (Kotter, 
1995). 
 While Lewin and Kotter differ in the specifics of their approach, there is a significant 
amount of overlap in the phases and steps that are discussed in their frameworks.  These are 
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widely used frameworks to support change implementation in the field (Higgs & Rowland, 
2005).  As a result, they were used as the basis for the behavioral dimensions that were included 
on the CLBI.   
Leadership and Change   
 Leadership is a well-established criterion for successful organizations (Burke, 2011; 
Kotter, 1996; Northouse, 2010).  Leadership theories includes literature on trait, behavioral, 
character/value-based, transformational and manager/leader distinction.  While not an exhaustive 
list these theories are those explored in the development of the CLBI. Each theory argues that 
leadership is based on different criterion.  A brief review of leadership theory is provided to 
contextualize the considerations for the current instrument.  
 There is a century of research on traits of leaders, but Northouse (2010) identified the 
central traits among these theories as: intelligence, self-confidence, determination, integrity and 
sociability. Behavioral leadership theory argues leadership is based on the actions of individual 
leaders.  A notable theory is that of Blake & Mouton (1985) which explained two leadership 
orientations that were on a continuum.  The orientations were a leader’s concern for production 
and concern for people.  It is suggested that the best type of leader scores high on both 
dimensions.  Phrases used to describe these leaders are: stimulates participation, is open-minded, 
and makes priorities clear.  
 Character/value-based leadership theory incorporates theories such as Goldman’s 
Emotional Intelligence theory that states that leaders need to have self-awareness, self-
regulation, motivation, empathy and social skills in order to perform well (Kreitner & Kinicki, 
2015).  Transformational leadership described by Bass & Avolio (1994) is leadership concerning 
developing followers to their fullest and improving the performance of followers. Four factors of 
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transformational leadership are: charisma, inspiration motivation, intellectual stimulation and 
individual consideration for those in the organization (Bass, 1985).   
 Finally, there is the manager/leader distinction.  Bass (2008) believes that a manger leads 
as well as leaders manage, but he doesn’t see them as synonymous constructs. Managers who 
lead reach outside of their unit and understand their work in relation to the larger system.  
Leaders who manage are able to cope with conflict, emphasize the vision and and values renewal 
and motivation.  Northouse (2010) notes that there are differences between the two constructs, 
even though there are overlaps between them.  He further explains, “they both involve 
influencing a group of individuals in goal attainment” (pg. 13).  The notion of leadership, as 
distinct from management, as prescribed by earlier theorists, is becoming less defined.  
Organizations are becoming flatter organizations in which the boundary between the traditional 
tasks of the leader and leader are becoming blurred.  While the majority of leadership theories 
were conceptualized with tasks traditionally seen as those of a leader: creating a vision, setting 
strategy, communication goals, building teams, and inspiring and energizing others, are now seen 
as roles managers take on, along with others in the organization.   
 While the manager/leader distinction has been a part of the literature in regards to 
leadership, little discussion has been provided in the change literature about the distinction 
between the two in regards to leading change.  Gill (2003) argues that change leadership is 
essential to a change and further delineates the behaviors necessary of the manager rather than a 
change leader.  However, the review fails to provide empirical evidence to support the behaviors 
outlined to be those of change managers rather than change leaders.   
 Where there is significant research on effective leadership’s relationship to organizational 
performance, there is little empirical evidence on impact of leadership behaviors specifically on 
!19 
effective change (Higgs & Rowland, 2005).  However, leadership of change is thought to be 
essential to a change initiative (Kotter, 1995).  Burke (2011) supports the notion that during a 
change, leadership can come from any level of the organization and increasingly leadership is 
important from the middle and lower levels of the organization. 
 To recap what has been established: leadership is essential for a successful organization, 
and for change.  As a result, many considerations were given to how to treat the concept of 
leadership in the development of the CLBI.  First, rather than aligning the instrument to one 
theory of leadership, aspects of each theory were considered in the items constructed.  For this 
study it was chosen to focus on observable behaviors rather than leadership traits, values, skills 
or beliefs that would be impossible for direct reports of change leaders to observe. In this regard, 
it is believed it will be helpful for change leaders to receive direct feedback from subordinates on 
the impact of their behavior rather than inferences about their personalities.  Second, the roles of 
managers and leaders were viewed as overlapping constructs rather than distinct in the 
development process of items for the instrument. This decision was made after reviewing the 
approaches to change frameworks that were also informing the development of the instrument.  
Both Lewin’s phases and Kotter’s stages were thought to require behaviors that could be argued 
to fall into both the manager and leader category.   
 The instrument asks direct reports to assess skills and behaviors associated change 
implementation. The supervisors of the leaders will not be asked to complete the assessment as 
the behaviors on the instrument are thought to only be encountered by direct reports who interact 
with the leader on a daily basis. However, the behaviors are thought to pertain to a leader at any 
level of the organization.     
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 See Table 3 for a summary of the theoretical frameworks and constructs used to create 
the change leader dimensions.  A further exploration into the theory behind items in each 
dimension follows. 
Table 3 
Theoretical Justification for Items on CLBI 
Lewin 










Establishing a Sense of 
Urgency 
 
Forming a Powerful 
Guiding Coalition 
 




















































Empowering Others To 
Act on the Vision 
 


















Item Generation for Change Manger Behavioral Inventory    
 Five leadership behavioral dimensions were deemed necessary to evaluate change leader 
behaviors.  The five dimensions generated were: communication, planning, involving, doing and 
sustaining. The dimensions were divided into subdimensions if it was deemed, through 
reviewing the literature that more than one set of items were necessary to get at the essential 
change leader behaviors in the respective dimensions. The definitions of each subdimension are 
listed in Table 4.  The definitions of each dimension were created based on a review of the 
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literature.  They were not directly taken from any piece of work or previous study.  Outcomes 
measures were also developed, but for exploratory research purposes, based on the literature 
review. The research questions guiding the study are listed below.   
Research Question: 





Communicating the Need for Change 
 Reviewing literature on change implementation, communication was seen as an essential 
component of developing the model due to the frequency with good communication is 
mentioned in the literature concerning change.  Using communication as a mechanism to help 
make the case for change is widely recommended (Armenakis et al., 1993; Burke, 2011; Ford et 
al., 2008; Gilley et al., 2009; Higgs & Rowland, 2005; Kotter 1995; Pasmore, 2011).  
Communication is thought to be one of the most common ways to overcome resistance to change 
(Armenakis et al., 1993; Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). Participants of change need to know the 
organization’s rationale for the change and that the proposed change is of value to them (Chin & 
Beene, 1995).   
A clear vision needs to be created for individuals and teams that reflects the information 
of interest to their specific division or department.  This helps change participants in their 
sensemaking of the change (Bartunek, Rousseau, Rudolph, & DePalma, 2006).  This vision 
needs to create the discrepancy between the current state of the organization and the desired 
state.  This will help to further establish the relevancy of the change and create a sense of 






Change Leader Behavioral Dimensions* 




the need for 
change  
 
Leader identifies the need for change and creates a new vision; 




during change  
 
Leader constantly relays necessary information to all stakeholders 
involved in change; Leader pays attention to reactions of employees, 






Leader sets clear goals and responsibilities; Leader creates a change 
plan to align support  
Involving 
Engaging 
Leader creates opportunities for meaningful involvement in change; 
Leader demonstrates passion and commitment to change; Leader 



















Leader monitors progress after change has taken place 
Sustaining  Sustaining 
Leader shows a clear understanding of the impact of change on 
organizational, team, and individual levels; Leader actively 
establishes ways to reinforce and normalize new behaviors  
Outcome  Outcome Results and perceptions of change success  
   
   
*The order dimensions are presented does not necessarily indicate the order by which actions take place 
 
 
Sharing Information During Change 
 Individuals should be informed of relevant information during the change process and it 
should be done in abundance (Green, 2004; Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1999).  Gardner (1995) 
suggests continuing to shape the narrative of the change in context of the particular moment of 
the organization.  This message should continue to include the key goals of the change and 
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information regarding the larger organization as individuals need to be reminded what they are 
doing and why (Burke, 2011). Participants of change need to continuously know how the story 
of change is unfolding.    
 These communications should be provided via multiple communication channels 
(Armenakis et al., 1993; Kotter, 1995).  Burke (2011) argues that face-to-face communication is 
the best as it allows for an open dialogue.  Armenakis et al. (1993) agrees that if the opportunity 
for face-to-face communication is an option it should be taken. However, he argues other types 
of written and oral communication can be used to supplement face-to-face communication 
around the change.   
 
Planning 
Planning and Preparation 
 Planning and preparation for change is seen as an essential component to creating 
organizational readiness for change (Pasmore, 2011).  While planning and preparing cannot 
prepare for all possible resistance to change, the effort paid towards thinking proactively towards 
the change can be beneficial (Pasmore, 2011).  Armenakis et al. (1993) suggest that potential 
causes of readiness of individuals towards change are: believing the change agent can carry out 
the change, a belief that the change is needed, sense of urgency for the change and belief they are 
able to carry out the change.  These areas should be considered when creating the strategies for 
the organization around change. 
 There are a variety of different aspects that can go into planning and preparing for the 
change.  The creation of change strategy should ensure new roles and responsibilities are 
outlined, the actions steps to meet the long term plan are incorporated, goals for the change 
included, and a plan is created to align different stakeholders (Burke, 2011).  This should be 
completed after the vision for the change is solidified.  Kotter (1995) argues an essential step in 
!24 
planning and preparation is to engage in a critical evaluation of the change strategy can help to 




 The classic study by Coch and French (1948) was the first investigation to report the 
positive impact of active participation in a change initiative.  They found that engaging 
employees and stimulating group participation decreased the resistance to change.  Further 
research has found that the more individual input is sought and individuals are part of the 
decision making process, the commitment to change increases (Burke, 2011; Kotter & 
Schlesinger, 2008). Kotter and Schlesinger (2008) suggest participation and involvement as a 
strategy to overcome resistance for change participants. Collaboration in a change effort is 
necessary, although often time-consuming, but ultimately more beneficial than leaders often 
anticipate (Armenakis & Fredenberger, 1997; Pasmore, 2011).  
 Armenakis (1993) argues that individuals who feel they have the capabilities needed to 
carry out the change, thought of as efficacy, are less likely to resist the change.  The work of 
Bandura (1986) and Connor (1992) further articulate that when individuals feel that they are 
capable of a certain outcome they are more successful in their performance.  Actively listening to 
feedback is also a positive way to engage individuals around change (Jick, 2009).   
 
Aligning People 
 During a change, the members of the organization need to be on the same page.  Weick 
and Quinn (1999) argue that individuals who are leading change need to build commitment and 
coordination among stakeholders.  According to Jick (2009) for any change to be successful, 
individuals need to understand that compromise, cooperation and negotiation are expected, and 
supported, as part of the change process.  This will allow members of the organization to become 
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aligned on thoughts and beliefs towards the change.  In turn, this could help individuals feel they 




 During a change initiative it essential that the organization sets forth new systems and 
processes that support the change (Higgs & Rowland, 2005).  Current systems and processes 
need to be revised that encourage new behaviors to support the change (Ferazzi, 2014).  Both 
individual and team responsibilities need to be aligned to the new ways of working along with 
recognitions for taking on these new responsibilities (Gilley et al., 2009).  Ensuring this 
alignment will help to reduce the emergence of resistance (Ford & Ford, 2010). 
 Additionally, training and development should be provided to support the new ways of 
working (Armendakis & Bedeian, 1999; Burke, 2011; Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008).  For 
example, if an organization were to adopt a new technology system and did not provide training 
and support on how to use the new system, then resistance could arise as efficacy towards 
implementation would be low. Additionally, these supports allow the organization to continue to 
disseminate the change message as well as support the understanding of the new ways of 
working (Armenakis et al., 1999).  The training can provide further messaging around how the 
new way of working will benefit the individuals in the organization.   
 
Execution 
 The execution subdimension describes behaviors that the leader exhibits to ensure that 
change gets done.  Ford and Ford (2009) argue that it takes a strong leader to step up and engage 
when there is resistance to change.  By understanding where pushback is in the organization, 
better results can be obtained.  Execution behaviors are considered those that will support team 
members and stakeholders getting done what needs to be done in regard to the change.  Leaders 
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need to ensure they are meeting the goals of the change or prioritize emerging needs and revise 
goals (Pasmore, 2015). 
Monitoring and Adjusting 
 During any change, the progress needs to be consistently evaluated and necessary 
adjustments must be made to support further implementation of change (Higgs & Rowland, 
2005).  A behavior that supports monitoring and adjusting is tracking progress to look for 
potential adjustments that need to be made (French & Bell, 1999).  Leaders should seek 
feedback, in multiple ways in order to assess the progression.  The feedback should then guide 
the adjustments that need to be made to support the change. (Gilley et al, 2009).  In the 
assessment of progress towards change inclusion of all those involved in the change is necessary.  
Continued stakeholder support and cooperation is essential for successful change (Jick, 2009). 
Finally, the feedback will allow the leader to assess if any conflict has arisen and address 




 The final dimension of the instrument is sustainment of the change.  This is the stage of 
change where the new behaviors and processes are solidified within the organization (Kotter, 
1995).  Shifting priorities and losing focus are considered to be two factors that can derail the 
progress made in a change effort (Pasmore, 2011).  Heifetz (1994) suggests that in order to 
sustain the change, persistence in the actions that support the change are required.  Effort needs 
to be given towards maintaining the momentum in the organization by celebrating achievements 
and sustaining the focus on progress (Burke, 2011). This can be done by providing rewards and 
encouragement around what is working.  (Bridges, 2009, Bossidy & Charan, 2002). These 




The outcome measures of the study are included for exploratory purposes only.  Further 
research will evaluate more closely the relationship, if any, of the outcome measures to the 
change leader behaviors. Below is the exploratory research question for the outcome items.  The 
research question’s exploration is contingent upon the previously stated research questions 
guiding the CLBI development and validation.   
 
Exploratory Research Question: 
1)! Does the increase in performance of change related behaviors contribute to increased 




Outcome Measures of Change 
 
I feel hopeful for the future of this organization 
I trust my manager to lead change in our division/department 
Overall my manager is doing a good job of leading change 
I am confident that the organization is becoming more successful 
I feel we are making progress as an organization 
I am confident in how I will be supported through change 
I can see the positive impact of changes we have made 
I feel responsible for helping change to be successful 
I believe we can successfully implement change 
I believe in the value of changes the organization is making 
 
  
The outcome items were included based on a review of the literature of participants of 
change outcome measures.  Whereas the 53 previous measures inquire about the behaviors of the 
leader, the outcome measures ask the change participant to reflect on their beliefs around change.  
A brief review of two studies that were used to generate the 10 outcome items is provided.  
 As previously mentioned, Armenakis et al. (2007) created an instrument to assess change 
recipient beliefs.  The instrument measured five beliefs: discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, 
principal support, and valence.  The dimension around principal support, which is support 
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provided by change agents and opinion leaders, was explored in the development of the outcome 
items and the questions aligned with the measure of the instrument.   
 Hersovitch and Meyer (2002) evaluated change participatnt’s commitment to 
organizational change with a three-component model.  They looked at affective, continuance and 
normative commitment to change.  Affective commitment was defined as desire for change, 
continuance as the perceived cost for not providing support for the change, and normative as 
obligation to enact the change.  Aspects of these measures which aligned to perception of change 
success were added, in a modified form, to our exploratory success meansures.  These studies 
were used as the basis for the ten outcome items that were included on the instrument.    
 The next chapter will discuss the items of the CLBI along with the methodology of the 
































 This chapter describes the methodology that was used to validate the instrument to assess 
behaviors of individuals who lead who lead change in their division or department within an 
organization.  The instrument validation process was informed by the framework outlined by 
Hinkin (1998). This chapter also outlines the research design, participants and procedures that 
were followed to validate the instrument.  The process taken to develop the measures is also 
discussed.  Finally, the last section of the chapter provides a detailed description of the proposed 
analysis for each step of the instrument validation process. 
 
Research Design and Procedure 
 
 The research design process followed a modified framework of Hinkin (1998).  See 
Figure 1 for an overview of the framework.   
 
Figure 1 
Hinkin (1998) Instrument Development Process 
 
Step 1: Item Generation 
! 
Step 2:   Questionnaire Administration 
! 
Step 3:  Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
! 
Step 4:   Convergent/Discriminant Validity 
! 
Step 5: Replication 
 
 
 The first step to validation of the instrument was the generation of the items for the 
instrument.  The items were generated using a deductive approach (Hunt, 1993) in which the 
items are generated on a theoretical foundation.  Based on an intensive literature review on 
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organizational change, specifically around approaches to change and the behaviors associated 
with leading change, items for the instrument were developed.  Additionally, outcome measures 
were developed based on a review of the literature on successful organizational change.  
Whereas the aim of the current study was not to investigate the relationship between leadership 
behaviors and perceptions of change success, including these outcomes in the current study will 
begin the exploration into the relationship, if any.  The specific measures and outcomes are 
outlined in the next section.   
 The generated items were administered to subject-matter experts (n = 15)  in 
organizational change in order to establish content validity (Lawshe, 1975). These experts were 
academics or senior doctoral students in organizational psychology in the field of organizational 
behavior or seasoned practitioners in OD/HR who have significant experience with 
organizational change.  They received an email requesting participation in an online survey 
around change leader behaviors.  The email provided context stating that the current survey will 
establish content validity for an instrument currently under investigation. In the survey they were 
asked to read each item and indicate which subdimension best matched each item (Wynd, 
Schmidt, & Schaefer, 2003).  The items on the survey were placed into 9 subdimensions that fall 
into 5 larger overarching dimensions. The overall dimensions are: communicating, planning, 
involving, doing and sustaining.  See Table 6. The change behavior subdimensions are: 
communicating the need for change, sharing information during change, planning and 
preparation, engaging, aligning people, aligning processes, execution, and sustaining.  After 
each item there was a text box where participants could put alternative dimensions which were 
considered and /or any additional comments on the item.  Finally, participants were asked to 
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provide feedback on the wording of the 10 outcome measures.  These were open-ended 
responses.   
After the survey closed, the results were analyzed to evaluate the inter-rater reliability.  
Based on the initial analysis, the final instrument was developed for administration (see details in 
data analysis section). 
Table 6 
Change Leader Instrument Preliminary Dimensions 
 

































































































1 Clearly communicates the need for change  
        
2 Uses effective, vivid examples in communicating the future vision  
        
3 Secures buy-in from stakeholders   
        
4 Makes sure change happens          
 
Measures 
 After the inter-rater reliability evaluation, at least three to four items were retained in 
each dimension.  Participants were asked to rate on a 5-point Likert scale.  The directions were 
as follows: “Please indicate to what extent your leader displays the following behavior.”  1 = did 
not do this; 2 = did this poorly; 3 = did this adequately; 4 = did this well; 5 = did this very well.  
The items on the survey were randomized (not organized by dimensions or subdimensions) so to 
not bias participants towards answering in any particular way.  A sample item is: “Involves the 
team in decisions around change.”! See Table 17 for full list of items on the survey.     
 In addition to the leadership change behaviors, there were also ten outcome items that 
were measured on the survey.  The outcome measures were intended to see what, if any, impact 
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change leader behaviors have on the employee’s perceptions toward the organization and their 
individual perceptions of change success.  
 In order to further validate the instrument and measures both convergent and discriminant 
validity measures were included on the instrument.  According to Hoyle, Harris and Judd (2002), 
in addition to showing reliability and validity of the intended constructs, further validity is shown 
by including convergent and divergent validity measures in the instrument.  Convergent validity 
evaluates measures that should be correlated with the construct of interest.  Discriminant validity 
measures should not be correlated with the constructs of interest (Hinkin, 1998; Hoyle et al., 
2002).   
 In order to assess convergent and discriminant validity, items were chosen form the 360 
competencies outlined by the Center for Creative Leadership (CCL).   Extensive research took 
place within CCL to ensure the items in each competencies were reliable and valid (Center for 
Creative Leadership, 2004).  The competencies are organized into conceptual categories in order 
to help organize and clarify the competencies. For example, Managing Effective Teams and 
Work Groups is a conceptual category with two competencies: (1) Brings out the best in people 
and (2) Forging Synergy.  Each competency has a set of items to measure the competency 
(Center for Creative Leadership, 2004). 
 To evaluate convergent validity, the competency Leading Change, under the category of 
Managing Change, and Innovator under the category Global Competency were chosen.  These 
competencies were chosen to assess convergent validity as they are assumed to have a strong 
correlation with change leader behaviors.  The CCL Leading Change competency includes 
measures around how an individual approaches change in an organization and is focused around 
the climate of the organization during change initiatives. The focus was not around the specific 
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behaviors related to one change initiative, which was focus of the current study.  Similarly, the 
Innovator competency refers to behaviors that are related to creating a climate for new and novel 
ways to think and solve problems in an organization.  Again, not the focus of the current 
instrument, but the assumption was that leaders who are creating an innovative environment are 
more likely to exhibit more change related behaviors.  The items are listed in Table: 7. 
Table 7 




Managing Change: Leading Change Global Competency: Innovator 
Correctly judges which creative ideas will pay off 
 
Supports activities that position the business for 
the future 
 
Pushes the organization to adopt new initiatives 
 
Offers novel ideas and perspectives 
 
Fosters a climate of experimentation 
 
Can form novel associations and ideas that create 
new and different ways of solving problems 
 
Can depart from accepted group 
norms of thinking and behaving when 
necessary 
 
Can try new approaches 
 
Is entrepreneurial: seizes new 
opportunities 
 
Consistently generates new ideas 
 







Managing the Work: Knowledge: Trade and 
Business 
 
Valuing Diversity and Difference: Valuing Diversity 
 
Has a good understanding of the industry 
 
Stays current on new trends in the market 
 
Has the technical skills necessary for this industry 
 
Understands this organization's product/services 
 
 
Avoids prejudging others based on gender 
 
Tries not to make assumptions about others based on race 
 
Keeps own cultural viewpoints in check when interacting 
with a person from another culture 
 
Effectively communications with others who differ by 
gender, ethnic background, or nationality 
 
Avoids prejudging others based on nationality 
 
Is flexible when dealing with others 
 
 
(Center for Creative Leadership, 2004) 
 
The discriminant measures were Knowledge: Trade and Business under the Managing 
the Work category and Valuing Diversity under the Valuing Diversity and Difference category.  
While both knowledge around trade and business and valuing diversity are important leadership 
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competencies, they are not assumed to directly tie to behaviors necessary to manage change. The 
assumption was that there was a low correlation of these competencies selected on the constructs 
of interest in the current instrument under investigation. 
Data Analysis 
 Following the modified framework of Hinkin (1998), Table 8 outlines the different 
statistical analyses and their purposes in each stage of the instrument development process. In the 
subsequent section the analysis process is discussed in more detail.  
Table 8 
Instrument Development Data Analysis  
 Instrument Development 
Step 
Type of Analysis Purpose 
Step 1 Item Generation Cohen’s Kappa Inter-rater Agreement Percentage 
 
To evaluate the strength of 
agreement between raters to 
ensure content validity 
 
Provide evidence of construct 
validity by reducing set of 
observed variables into a 
smaller set of variables 
 
Step 2 Questionnaire Administration 
 
 
Sample size determination 
 
Identify the appropriate 
number of observations 
needed for statistical analysis 
 




•! Degrees of Freedom 
•! Goodness-of-fit indices 
 
Established further evidence 
of construct validity by 
quantitatively assessing the 
quality of the factor structure 
 




Means, Standard Deviations, 
Correlations 
 
Establish the scale correlates 
with similar constructs 
(convergent validity) and does 
not correlate with dissimilar 
measures (discriminant 
validity further establishing 
construct validity.  
 
Step 5 Replication 
 
Repeat steps 1-5 
 
Provide finalized measures 
that are reliable and valid.   
 
Adapted from Hinkin (1998) 
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Step 1: Item Generation 
 According to Hinkin (1998), the first step in instrument validation is to create items and 
have them vetted by subject-matter experts (Lawshe, 1975).  This helps to establish content 
validity before the instrument is distributed to the experimental group of participants.  The initial 
items were provided to subject matter experts for them to indicate the subdimension in which the 
items belong.  The original instrument consisted of 53 items.  Subject-matter experts provided 
written feedback on outcomes items and revisions were made as appropriate based on comments.  
See Appendix E. 
 Once results from the subject-matter experts was collected, a multi-rater kappa statistic 
was run.  All statistical analyses will be run using SPSS version 19 and AMOS.  Table 9 outlines 
the meaning of different values of the kappa along with a descriptor of the strength of the 
agreement.  While there is no standardized Kappa statistic which is deemed acceptable for 
content validity, the work of Landis & Koch (1997), Cicchetti (1984) and Fleiss (1971) as cited 
in (Wynd et al., 2003) provides similar agreement levels.  In this research a Kappa of .60 or 
higher was deemed acceptable to determine content validity.  
 
Table 9 
A comparison of Magnitude Parameters for Kappa Coefficients 
Landis & Koch (1977)  Cicchetti (1984); Fleiss (1971) 
Strength of Agreement Kappa Statistic  Strength of Agreement Kappa Statistic 
Poor < .00  Poor < .40 
Slight .00-.20  Fair .40-.59 
Fair .21-.40  Good .60-.74 
Moderate .41-.60  Excellent .75-1.00 
Substantial .61-.80    
Almost perfect .81-1.00    
 
 
 After the initial Kappa is run, each item was evaluated to see the percentage of agreement 
among raters on the item in regards to each dimension.  Items were kept in each dimension if the 
rater agreement for the dimension is above 80%.  According to Bolino and Turnley (1999) and 
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Schriesheim and Hinkin (1990), items can be retained if there is greater than 70% agreement.  
For example, if the item only has a 60% inter-rater agreement on dimension the item was 
dropped from the instrument as it is below the predetermined agreement level.  The final 
instrument was then developed for distribution to the participant pool. Included in the final 
instrument was demographic questions added to the end of the survey.  The demographics of 
interest are: current organization, tenure in the organization, size of department, and tenure of 
leader in the organization.  These were included in the survey in order to explore the relationship, 
if any, between these demographic characteristics and the rating of leader behaviors by direct 
reports.   
Step 2: Questionnaire Administration 
 In order to ensure enough data to run the required analyses for validation the suggested 
number of observations required varies.  While Schreishem et al. (1993) and Anderson and 
Gerbing (1991) both have used small sample sizes, 65 and 20 respectively, this small a sample 
size could comprise the statistical significance of the results.  A larger sample size is thought to 
be better for showing statistical significance in confirmatory factor analysis (Hinkin, 1998), 
which was used in this study. Table 10 outlines suggested number of observations needed for 
subsequent analysis.  As the current instrument, prior to item reduction, has 53 items, the 
conservative number of observations needed is 530 according to Schwab (1980) decreasing to 
200 based on (Hoelter, 1983).  The original goal was to obtain at least 530 responses in the 













Rummel (1970) 1:4  Factor Analysis 
Schwab (1980) 1:10  Factor Analysis 
Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988  150 Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Hoelter, (1983)  200* Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 




 Participants in the study were obtained from personal networks and Amazon’s online 
platform Mechanical Turk (MTurk). The personal networks included the researcher’s Linked-in 
network as well as alumni from the Masters in Social-Organizational Psychology program at 
Teachers College, Columbia University.  Contact was made to individuals if the organization 
was a mid-to large size (over 100 employees) for-profit corporate organization.  The 
organizational contact with whom the researcher has a professional relationship was emailed to 
request participation in the research.  The email explained the purpose of the study and asked if 
the organization has been a part, or currently is a part of, a change initiative (see Appendix A).  
The organizational recruitment email included a link to the online survey so the individual could 
look at the survey to inform their decision around participation in the research.  If the 
organizational contact agreed to participate, the individual emailed the researcher confirming 
their agreement to participate.  In addition, the participant was asked to indicate the approximate 
number of individuals they planned to solicit participation within their organization.  
 To follow-up with the individual who agreed to participate in the study, the researcher 
sent the organizational contact a draft email to be sent to the identified individuals in their 
organization (see Appendix B).  The rationale for sending the organizational contact the email to 
distribute to the individuals in the organization is research has shown that the response rate is 
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higher when the solicitation email comes from a personal contact (Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 
2000; Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2007). The organizational contact sent the email to their 
employees, which provided context around the research, and asked them to complete the online 
survey in Qualtrics within two weeks. Participants were told completion of the survey could be 
done in 15-20 minutes and that results of the survey would remain anonymous. Participants 
consented via an online consent form at the beginning of the survey (see Appendix C).  
Participants had the researcher’s contact information (phone and email) in order to ask any 
questions about the study if necessary.  The researcher emailed the organizational contact after 
one week and asked the contact to send a reminder email to the distribution list they used for the 
first email (see Appendix D).     
 In order to supplement the participant pool, MTurk participants were used.  MTurk is an 
online labor market, with anonymous workers, that has become increasingly popular with 
researchers (Ross, Irani, Silberman, Zaldivar, & Tomlison, 2010) especially among social 
science researchers to supplement or replace the traditional convenience samples (Paolacci & 
Chandler, 2014).  Two-thirds of the MTurk workers are currently located in the United States 
and India.  The participant pool tends to be more liberal, less religious, younger and 
overeducated compared to the general population (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012; Paolacci & 
Ipeirotis, 2012; Shapiro, Chandler, & Mueller, 2013).  However, Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling 
(2011) reported that the participants were more representative of the population compared with 
other samples of students or online participants.    
 Researchers from an array of fields have explored the validity of participant data from 
MTurk by replicating, and finding comparable results, to classic studies in decision-making 
(Paolacci et al., 2012) and behavioral economics (Horton, Rand, & Zeckhauser, 2011; Suri & 
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Watts, 2011).  Further research has reported that the demographic responses are accurate (Rand, 
2012) and both demographic and individual differences variable measures (Buhrmester, Kwang, 
& Gosling, 2011; Shapiro et al., 2013) are consistent.  While the investigation into the validity of 
MTurk participants is in the early stages, the findings discussed suggest the participant pool is as 
valid, if not more, than other convenience sampling methods.  MTurk participants accessed the 
survey through Amazon’s online platform.  The same instructions were used in this sample, 
however, in there was an added line which indicated that in order to participate in the study the 
individual had to currently be employed.   
 For the organization sample, the aim was for the original request to go out to at least 3000 
employees in various organizations.  The rate of return for surveys can range between 10-35% 
(Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000; Porter & Whitcomb, 2003). As a result of this range, the 10-
35% range would yield a possibility of 300 to 1,050 observations.  The aim was to achieve the 
highest possible response rate to increase the statistical significance of the results.    
Step 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 This stage of data analysis aims to further establish the construct validity by confirming 
that previous analysis has been done appropriately and thoroughly (Hinkin, 1998).  It is 
suggested that the item variance-covariance matrix is generated from independent sample data.  
The analysis of correlations eliminates the difference in item variances as a result of variables 
being standardized to a common variance (Harvey et al., 1985). This is done by running a chi-
squared analysis of a certain model as well as a comparison between two models.  A smaller chi-
square indicates a better fit of a model.   According to Carmines and Melver (1981) the chi-
square statistic can be as large as two to three times the degrees of freedom, but the model fit is 
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considered to be better the closer the chi-square statistic is to the degrees of freedom (Thacker, 
Fields, & Tetrick, 1989). 
Step 4: Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
 The determination of convergent and discriminant validity is essential to establishing 
construct validity.  Convergent validity establishes that the scales in the instrument developed are 
similar to other similar constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Hinkin, 1998).  Discriminant 
validity establishes that the items in the instrument of study do not have a correlation with 
constructs that are dissimilar.  (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Hinkin, 1998).  In order to assess the 
convergent validity, the items around leading change and innovation were added to the items 
generated for the CLBI.  Items on knowledge of trade and business and valuing diversity were 
added to assess the discriminant validity.  Both types of validity were examined by evaluating 
the means, standard deviations and correlations between items of the instruments (Armenakis, 
2007; Campell & Fiske, 1959; Holt et al., 2007).  This analysis evaluates the similarity of the 
magnitudes of correlations between the constructs of interest in the investigation and the 
convergent and divergent items (Hinkin, 1998).  
Step 5: Replication 
 The final step in Hinkin’s framework of instrument development is replication.  It is 
recommended that after the instrument has gone through the first four steps, the newly developed 
instrument is revised based on the data that emerged based on the current instrument.  Then the 
revised instrument is given to another independent sample in order to assess the psychometric 
properties of the instrument (Campbell, 1976).  This current study will end at Step 4 as the 
observations from different organizations will be used as independent samples.  Step 5 will be 
considered for future studies based on the results of the current study.  
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Additional Exploratory Analysis on Outcome Measures 
 The previous five steps will establish the content and construct validity of the instrument.  
Additional outcome measures were included on the survey for exploratory purposes.  In order to 
see if the outcome measures have a relationship with any of the subdimensions that have been 
proven valid, exploratory analysis was completed.  The analysis will include descriptive 
statistics, correlations of subdimensions and regressions were completed.  These analyses are 





































  The statistical analysis of the data and the associated results are presented in this chapter.  
The analysis was guided by Hinkin’s (1998) framework for instrument development and 
validation.  First, item generation will be discussed followed by inter-item analysis of the final 
survey inclusive of descriptive and correlation statistics.  Next, the results from the confirmatory 
factor analysis will be discussed.  Finally, convergent and divergent validity will be evaluated. 
Item Generation 
 After the theoretical framework was developed and the items were drafted for the 
dimensions of the framework, the next step in the process developed by Hinkin (1998) is to 
evaluate the strength of agreement between raters concerning the placement of the items into the 
dimensions as a step in ensuring content validity of the instrument. To determine the inter-rater 
reliability on the items in regards to the dimension, Cohen’s (1960) kappa was calculated. 
Cohen’s kappa provides a statistic that assesses the consistency to which participants 
demonstrate agreement among their responses.  The participants were 15 subject-matter experts 
in organizational psychology (professors or advanced doctoral students in organizational 
psychology) who responded to an online survey that asked them to identify the dimension in 
which each item belonged.  Raters were also able to provide written feedback after each question 
that was used to sharpen the wording of items or determine an item’s inclusion or exclusion from 
a particular dimension. According to Landis & Koch (1977), a kappa statistic of .61-.80 indicates 
a substantial strength of agreement among raters and a kappa statistic of .81-1.00 indicates 
almost perfect agreement. A kappa of .623 (p < .000) was calculated from participant responses 
indicating substantial agreement among raters.   
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As there was an overall substantial agreement among raters, further analysis was 
completed at the item level.  A cutoff of .80 agreement was set for items to be included in each 
of the dimensions (Armenakis et. al, 2007).  Out of the original 53 items, four items met the 
agreement level, but were not placed by the experts in the intended dimensions.  These items 
were moved to a new dimension on the final instrument based on the expert’s recommendations 
(see Table 16).  For some of the items that didn’t meet the requisite 80% agreement level, but 
were deemed as important questions, a general change leader behavior dimension was created. 
On their face, these items pertained to all phases of change leadership rather than a specific 
phase.  Hence, the designation of the dimension as general change leader behavior.   
Out of the original nine dimensions two were eliminated; aligning people and aligning 
processes as there was not consistent agreement from raters concerning the dimensions to which 
the items belonged. The other seven dimensions were retained on the instrument.  Based on the 
inter-rater agreement percentages and the suggestions from raters the final survey instrument was 
generated.   Rather than using exploratory factor analysis as in Hinkin’s (1998) original 
framework for instrument validation subject-matter experts were used to establish content 
validity.  When factor structure is based on theory and items matched to dimensions by subject-
matter experts, it is considered best practice not to conduct exploratory factor analysis (EFA).  
Instead, a CFA should be conducted to determine if the item loadings conform to the a priori 
theoretical framework (Arnold et al., 2000).   
Participant Sample   
 The original sample was to be obtained by using personal networks to gain access to 
organizations and its members.  As the study progressed, a decision was made to utilize a 
secondary method of sampling in order to obtain enough participants for the study to ensure 
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statistical power.  In addition to gathering organizations to participate through personal networks, 
the use of Mechanical Turk (MTurk) was explored.  Prior to requesting a large sample from 
MTurk, a sample of 50 participants was requested.  The responses from the 50 MTurk 
respondents were analyzed against a random sample of 50 respondents from the organizational 
data previously collected.  A t-test was done with the two different samples.  The results 
indicated that the two samples were not statistically significantly different from one another.  Out 
of the 37 items of interest on the instrument only one produced significantly different responses 
with the two sample, item 36, “Monitors progress towards change goal,” p < .05.  As only one 
item had significantly different responses, it was determined an MTurk sample would yield 
similar results to the data collected from organizations.  As a result, both sampling methods were 
used in this study.  See Table 18 for a summary of the results.   
 Prior to running the analysis the data set had to be cleaned.  First, incomplete data sets 
were discarded.  Second, there was a check for invariance.  If 85% of the ratings were the same 
(eg. all responses “does this very well”) the participant data was discarded.  A total of eleven 
cases were discarded as a result of invariance.  Finally, for the MTurk population the data was 
discarded if they did not get the attention checks correct.  There were two attention checks 
throughout the online survey which asked participants to select a certain response.  If the 
participant did not get the attention check correct, the response was rejected and more responses 
were obtained.  Approximately 10% of the responses were rejected as a result of failing the 
attention check.  Goodman (2013) suggests this technique when using the MTurk platform for 
research purposes to ensure individuals are reading the survey questions and not simply 




In the final sample there were a total of 405 participants (173 from the organization 
sample and 232 from the MTurk sample).  The original 530 estimate of participants was not 
obtained as the number of questions was reduced after the analysis of responses from the subject 
matter experts.  In the sample, 72% had been in their organization for less than 10 years and 62% 
worked in departments of less than 25 individuals.  The format of the survey asked individuals to 
rate a leader of theirs on the quality of their change leadership behaviors.  A majority of leaders 
rated by participants had been in their organization for less than 10 years with 31% for less than 
5 years and 29% having a tenure between 6-10 years.  The ages of leaders rated varied from 20 
to over 65 with a majority of ages between 36-45 and 46-55, 34 and 40 percent respectively. 
Finally, the sample had a breakdown of 66% male leaders and 34% female leaders.  The 
complete demographic summary can be found in Table 11.  
Inter-item Analysis 
 The first step in analyzing the items was to calculate the means, standard deviations and 
variance for each of the items.  While there is no universally accepted cutoff score for variability, 
commonly researchers use a standard deviation of 1.0 to indicated adequate variability (Liden & 
Masyln, 1998).  Of the 37 items on the CLBI 15 items had a standard deviation less than 1.0 (see 
Table 19).  To further test these 15 items for normality of distribution, skewness and kurtosis 
were calculated.  Both the skewness and kurtosis statistic are divided by the standard error to 
provide a value that should fall between -2 to 2 to indicate a normal distribution.  The skewness 
statistics indicated all 15 items were outside of the range of normality.  The kurtosis statistic 
indicated only 1 item fell outside of the range for normality.  Removing 15 items from the 
instrument would make the confirmatory factor analysis on all seven dimensions challenging as 
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some dimensions would not have enough items to perform the CFA.  As a result, all of the items 
were retained and the non-normal data and the suggestion for revisions will be further  

















Correlations among dimensions were also calculated (See Table 14).  The correlations 
between each of the dimensions on the CLBI were high ranging from .700 to .872 (p < .001). 
The high correlations between the dimensions could indicate that the dimension are not distinct 
phenomenon.   
Table 11 
Participant Demographics 
Demographic n % 
Tenure in Organization (Years)   
          0-2  78 19.3 
          3-5  113 27.9 
          6-10  102 25.2 
          11-15  49 12.1 
          16-20  31 7.70 
          Over 20 30 7.40 
  Size of Department   
           1-10 133 32.8 
           11-25 110 27.2 
           26-50 64 15.8 
           51-100 55 13.6 
           Over 100 41 10.1 
Leader Tenure (Years)   
            0-5  125 30.9 
            6-10 117 28.9 
           11-15 64 15.8 
           More than 15 98 24.2 
Leader Age   
            20-25 3 0.70 
            26-35 48 11.9 
            36-45 137 33.8 
            46-55 162 40.0 
            Over 55 50 12.3 
Leader Gender   
            Male 265 65.4 
            Female 137 33.8 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 Confirmatory factor analysis of the change leader behaviors was conducted to further 
analyze the factor structure and provide additional evidence to support the construct validity of 
the instrument.  A procedure demonstrated by Sturman and Short (2002) was used to compare 
the hypothesized seven-factor model against alternative models.  The alternative models were 
chosen based on theoretical justification on which dimensions might generate a better fitting 
model.  The four alternative models included less factors than the hypothesized model. 
The first model contained all of the items as a single factor, which would suggest that the 
items can be represented by one factor or dimension rather than multiple factors. The second 
model contained five factors.  Communicating the need for change and sharing information 
during change were combined to create a communication factor.  Monitoring and adjusting was 
combined with sustaining to create a sustainment factor.  All of the other factors remained 
independent in the model. The third model contained six factors.  Similar to the five-factor 
model, communicating the need for change and sharing information during change were 
combined to create a communication factor.  Monitoring and adjusting and sustaining remained 
independent factors in this model along with all of the other factors. The fourth model also 
contained six factors.  Monitoring and adjusting was combined with sustaining to create a 
sustainment factor while communicating the need for change and sharing information during 
change remained independent factors in this model along with all of the other factors.  
The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 12.  The results indicated the 
hypothesized model could adequately be represented by seven factors (CFI = .914, RMSEA = 
.076).  The typical cutoff score for CFI indices is .9 with larger values indicating a better fit.  The 
RMSEA cutoff is .08 with smaller values indicating a better fit (Holt et al., 2007).   
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The null model was the least well-fit models with (CFI = .875, RMSEA = .075).  The 
five-factor model, the six-factorc and six-factord models indicated adequate fit with (CFI=.912, 
RMSEA=.075), (CFI=.912, RMSEA=.076), and (CFI=.914, RMSEA=.075) respectively.  
Further analysis of model fit was done by calculating the Akaike information criterion (AIC) and 
Bayesian information criterion (BIC).  The model with the AIC value closest to zero, indicating 
the better fit of the models, was the six-factord model.  The model with the lowest value in 
regards to the BIC was the hypothesized seven-factor model.  While the alternative models 
reflected a similar fit to the hypothesized model, the seven-factor model will be retained for 
future studies as it was the intended model of the study and provided adequate fit.  
Additional CFA analysis was done for exploratory purposes. A hierarchical CFA was 
calculated to explore how the general change leader behavior dimension fit with the seven 
intended constructs.  Results indicated adequate fit of a model inclusive of the general change 
leader behavior dimension with a (CFI=.904, RMSEA=.065).    
 
Table 12   
Goodness of Fit Indices for Confirmatory Factor Analysis (N=405)   
Model df X2 RMSEA CFI AIC BIC 
Nulla 629 1541.803 .075 .875 20810.393 21073.312 
Five-Factorb   289 759.264 .075 .912 16257.985 16485.088 
Six-Factorc 284 755.213 .076 .912 16263.934 16509.352 
Six-Factord 284 746.331 .075 .914 16255.052 16500.471 
Seven-Factore 278 738.992 .076 .914 16259.714 16527.110 
Note: .RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.  Less than .080 indicates adequate fit. CFI = 
comparative fit index. Greater than .90 indicates adequate fit. AIC = Akaike information criterion. Values 
nearer to 0 indicates better fit. BIC = Bayesian. Lowest value indicates better fit. 
a Null: all one factor 
b Five-Factor Model a:  combining communicating during change & sharing info 
(communication); combining monitoring &  adjusting and sustaining 
(sustainment) 
c Six-Factor Model a: combining communicating during change & sharing info 
(communication) 
d Six-Factor Model b: combining monitoring & adjusting and sustaining (sustainment) 








Internal Consistency Reliability 
 
 Internal consistency reliabilities were acceptable for all of the factors in the CLBI.  The 
coefficient alpha for communicating the need for change, engaging, execution, monitoring and 
adjusting, planning and preparation, sharing information, sustaining and general change leader 
behavior were .80, .86, .85, .80, .85, .85, .80, .92 respectively.  The coefficient alpha for each 
item was evaluated and in dimension the reliability would not have increased with the removal of 
any item in a dimension. See Table 13 for a summary of the results and Table 20 for a full set of 







Convergent and Divergent Validity Assessment 
 In order to further assess construct validity, both convergent and divergent items were 
included on the instrument.  Convergent items are those thought to correlate highly with the 
dimensions on the instrument while divergent items aim to show distinct phenomena from the 
constructs of interest (Bouckenooghe et al., 2009).  To assess convergent validity, two previously 
validated scales were included on the instrument.  These scales measured behaviors on 
innovation and leading change.  Means, standard deviations and correlations were calculated in 
order to evaluate if these competencies correlated highly with the measures on the CLBI.  For 
innovation the range of correlations for each dimension was .648 to .752 (p < .01).  For leading 
Table 13 








Communicating the Need for Change .806  
Engaging .860  
Execution .852  
Monitoring & Adjusting .801  
Planning & Preparation .851  
Sharing Information During Change .849  
Sustaining .807  
General Change Leader Behavior .923  
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change the range of correlations was .627 to .721 (p < .01) See Table 14.  Based on the range of 
correlations there is evidence to support that these competencies are highly related to the 
dimensions on the CLBI as originally hypothesized.     
To assess divergent validity, two previously validated scales were included on the 
instrument.  These scales measured the competencies of trade business knowledge and valuing 
diversity.  The means, standard deviations and correlations were calculated in order to assess the 
strength of the correlation of these competencies to the CLBI dimensions.  The range of 
correlations for knowledge of the business was .599 to .687 (p < .01).  For valuing diversity the 
range of correlations was .598 to .675 (p < .01).  While these correlations indicate strong 
relationships with the CLBI measures, which was not intended, they still are not as highly 
correlated as the convergent items.  Steps to address this issue in future studies will be explored 






Table 14              
 Pearson’s Correlation Matrix 
             Dimension Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
CLBI Factor 
              1. Communicating the Need for Change 3.776 0.896 -            
2. Engaging 3.868 0.937 .724* -           
3. Execution 3.816 0.833 .801* .723* -          
4. Monitoring & Adjusting 3.730 0.809 .756* .706* .808* -         
5. Planning and Preparation 3.659 0.854 .758* .735* .820* .801* -        
6. Sharing Information During Change 3.644 0.837 .794* .737* .805* .767* .790* -       
7. Sustaining 3.712 0.781 .759* .700* .826* .821* .809* .797* -      
8. General Change Leader Behavior 3.649 0.765 .820* .777* .850* .857* .866* .872* .872* -     
Convergent Factor 
              9. Innovating 3.790 0.812 .674* .648* .690* .671* .703* .675* .650* .752* -    
10.Leading Change 3.831 0.8113 .634* .627* .656* .642* .661* .663* .639* .721* .864* -   
Divergent Factor 
              11. Trade Business Knowledge 4.057 0.739 .599* .601* .663* .663* .652* .625* .656* .687* .778* .760* - 
 12. Values Diversity 4.080 0.765 .605* .598* .611* .598* .604* .639* .612* .675* .736* .730* .708* - 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

















Correlation of CLBI Dimensions and Outcome Variables 
 
a b c d e f g h i j 
Communicating the Need for Change .395* .702* .696* .439* .440* .555** .485* .385* .401* .459* 
Engaging .429* .676* .675* .459* .418* .590** .514* .433* .460* .483* 
Execution .428* .697* .701* .485* .484* .581** .559* .373* .445* .458* 
Monitoring and Adjusting .470* .708* .701* .491* .476* .588** .554* .388* .436* .465* 
Planning and Preparation .470* .743* .728* .489* .463* .618** .562* .354* .461* .463* 
Sharing Information During Change .478* .721* .734* .491* .496* .650** .581* .438* .479* .477* 
Sustaining .473* .694* .686* .493* .465* .604** .558* .363* .418* .431* 
General Change Leader Behavior .508* .777* .770* .527* .508* .666** .603* .426* .484* .487* 




a)! I feel hopeful for the future of this organization 
b)! I trust my manager to lead change in our division/department 
c)! Overall my manager is doing a good job of leading change 
d)! I am confident that the organization is becoming more successful 
e)! I feel we are making progress as an organization 
f)! I am confident in how I will be supported through change 
g)! I can see the positive impact of changes we have made 
h)! I feel responsible for helping change to be successful 
i)! I believe we can successfully implement change 











 First, exploratory analysis was done on the demographic information gathered on 
participants’ tenure in the organization, size of department, leader’s tenure, age, and gender.  
Correlations between the demographic variables and the dimensions were calculated and showed 
there was not a strong relationship between any of the demographic variables and dimensions.  A 
t-test was run to evaluate gender and the dimensions, however no significant relationship was 
found. No further analysis was run to explore the demographic variables.  
 
Exploratory Research Question: 
a)! Does the increase in performance of change behaviors contribute to increased beliefs 
around successful change? 
 
The instrument included ten outcome measures to investigate the exploratory research 
question.  First, correlations among the dimensions and the outcome items were calculated, see 
Table 15.  A high correlation, above .700, between the outcome item “I trust my leader to lead 
change in our division/department “was seen with the dimension communicating the need for 
change .702, monitoring and adjusting .708, planning and preparation .743, sharing information 
during change .721, and general change leader behavior .777 all with (p < .01).   
The second outcome item with high correlations to the dimensions, was “Overall my 
leader is doing a good job of leading change.” Dimensions with a high correlation were 
execution .701, monitoring and adjusting .701, planning and preparation .728, sharing 
information during change .734, and general change leader behavior .770 all with (p < .01).   
To further investigate, a linear regression, using the stepwise method, was completed in 
order to assess the original seven factors that had the largest impact on the variance of each 
outcome item.  Out of the exploration of the outcome measures: “I trust my leader to lead 
change in our division/department” and “Overall my leader is doing a good job of leading 
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change” revealed the greatest number of CLBI dimensions as contributors to the outcome 
measure variance.  As a result, these two outcome measures were chosen to further explore. 
The regression analysis of the outcome item “I trust my leader to lead change in our 
division/department” found four significant predictors of trust in a leader.  The results of the 
regression indicated that four predictors explained 63.6% of the variance (F (4, 396) 172.853, (p 
< .000) with an R2 of .636.  See Table 21 for the full analysis of each model.  The predictors were 
general change leader behavior, planning and preparation, communicating the need for change, 
and engaging.  Execution, sharing information during change, monitoring and adjusting and 
sustaining were not found to be significant predictors of the trust outcome item.   
The regression analysis of the outcome item “Overall my leader is doing a good job of 
leading change” found that there were significant predictors of overall impression of change 
management behaviors.  The results of the regression indicated that four predictors explained 
62.4% of the variance (F (4, 390) 164.219, (p < .000) with an R2 of .624.  The predictors were 
general change leader behavior, planning and preparation, communicating the need for change, 
and engaging.  These were the same four predictors as for the trust outcome item, however, the 
predictors were not seen in the same order.  Execution, sharing information during change, 
monitoring and adjusting and sustaining were not found to be significant predictors of the 
overall outcome item.  See Table 22 for the full analysis of each model.   
The overall results provide support for the CLBI and the hypothesized seven-factor 
model.  Additionally, the exploratory hierarchical CFA provides support for the inclusion of the 
general change leader behavior dimension creating a new eight-factor model.  However, the 
high correlations among dimensions and the fact that the data did not have a normal distribution 
provides limitations to the construct validity of the instrument.  In the next chapter the results 
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will be discussed along with the limitations of the current study and suggestions for future 















































The goal of the current study was to develop and validate an instrument, the Change 
Leader Behavioral Inventory (CLBI). The CLBI is a tool for assessing behaviors of leaders of 
change.  The behaviors were originally categorized into seven different dimensions argued to be 
the essential components of successful change.  This study focused on the perception of 
subordinates of their leader around the identified behaviors.  The assessment results are intended 
to serve as inputs for the development of leaders of change. 
 





Even though change is a constant in most organizations, the rate of failure is up to 70% 
(Kotter, 1990; Higgs & Rowland, 2000; Pasmore, 2011). Leadership is essential in any change 
(Beer & Walton, 2009), but further investigations need to establish the specific behaviors that 
leaders need to take in order to lead successful change (Battilana et al., 2010; Higgs & Rowland, 
2011). The current study contributes to current change literature on the approach to change as 
well as the limited work around leader specific skills for effective change.  
In order to develop the Change Leader Behavioral Inventory, a review of investigations 
concerning the process of change implementation and leadership behaviors was conducted.  
Higgs and Rowland (2011) and Gilley et al. (2009) contributed to the examination of the 
behaviors leaders exhibit during change.  Higgs & Rowland (2011) found an empirical link 
between a minimal presence of leader-centric behaviors and successful change. Gilley et al. 
(2009) found leadership skills related to success were: coaching, rewards, communication, 
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motivation, involvement and team building. Finally, Armenkais’ et al. (2007) work provided a 
psychometrically sound instrument that provides data on change recipients’ perspectives on 
change implementation around five dimensions: discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, 
principal support and valence.  These dimensions helped inform items on the CLBI.  For 
example, the items in principal support, indicating support provided by change agents and 
opinion leaders, guided the development of change Leader support items on the CLBI.  
Both Gilley et al. (2009) and Armenakis et al. (2007) explored the perspectives of the 
recipients of change, rather than the leader self-report method employed by Higgs and Rowland 
(2011).  However, there were limitations in methodology. Higgs and Rowland used retrospective 
interviews as well as comparative case studies and Gilley et al. (2009) utilized a convenience 
sample of graduate students.  Armenakis’et al (2007) work established five behavioral 
dimensions that lead to effective change, but further exploration is needed as not all items were 
related specifically to change leader behaviors.   
The dimensions on the CLBI were also an outcome of consideration based on the current 
state of organizational change.  Complex, continuous change is the norm in organizations 
(Pasmore, 2015).  Leaders must prioritize change and ensure they are planning, monitoring and 
engaging individuals throughout the continuous process.  Their day-to-day leadership must 
support these behaviors.     
Additional considerations in the development of the instrument were types of change, 
transformational and transactional (Bass, 1978; Bass & Avolio, 1994).  A decision was made to 
focus on behaviors associated with transformational change, which is the more difficult type of 
change to accomplish.  Lewin’s (1951) and Kotter’s (1996) approaches to change provided 
rationale for the inclusion of certain behavioral dimensions on the instrument, including 
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communicating the need for change, sharing information during change, planning & 
preparation, monitoring & adjusting, engaging, execution, sustaining, aligning people and 
aligning processes.  Next, the concept of leadership was explored to provide an overall 
framework for thinking about skills and behaviors of a change leaders that further supported the 
generation of items in specific behavioral dimensions.  Finally, a review of the literature on 
effective change related activities was completed in order to generate the items in each 
dimension.  
 The psychometric validation of the CLBI was based on a modified version of Hinkin’s 
(1998) framework for instrument validation.  The validation occurred by first sending the 
original instrument, in an online survey, to individuals who were experts in organizational 
change. Then a revised instrument was sent to the study sample. Below is a discussion of the 
results of the development and validation analysis.  
 
Validity of CLBI  
The subject-matter expert results indicated the final dimensions that should be retained 
were: communicating the need for change, sharing information during change, engaging, 
execution, monitoring & adjusting, sustaining, and planning & preparation.  There were 11 
items retained in a general change leader behavior dimension, even though individually they did 
not meet the requisite 80% agreement level for the intended dimension.  There is support in the 
change literature to believe that these behaviors are important for successful change, however 
they didn’t fit into one of the identified dimensions.  The general change leader behavior items 
are thought to be helpful feedback for change leaders, therefore they were retained on the 
instrument. The inclusion of the general change leader behavior dimension in the analysis will 
be discussed further when exploring the confirmatory factor analysis.    
! 59 
Inter-item analysis 
 The results of the inter-item analysis indicated that 15 items lacked variability in the 
responses.  Explanations for the lack of variability could be attributed to the halo effect.  The 
halo effect is a rater bias that occurs when ratings are based on an overall or global judgment and 
the rater does not differentiate among different items (Holzbach, 1978).  In this instance, 
participants rated their leaders consistently on each of the change related dimensions.  These 
responses could have been due to participants liking their leader and thinking of them generally 
in a favorable way. These results could indicate that the questions on the CLBI are not eliciting 
distinct responses based on the specific change related behaviors, rather responses are made on 
global interpretations of leaders. One additional explanation for the results could be a concern on 
the part of participants that responses are not truly anonymous.  If participants were concerned 
that their leaders might eventually see their ratings, it could have led to overly positive use of the 
response scales.  This is the first study of many and the lack of variation will be addressed in 
future studies.  The invariance of items was seen across dimensions.  No dimension was without 
an item lacking variance.  As scales with high invariance can correlate with other scales of high 
invariance, this was explored further. The results indicated that the dimensions with more items 
of invariance did not show a significantly greater correlation than with the dimensions with 
fewer invariance items.  This suggests that the invariance among the number of items in each 
dimension is not a significant impact on the correlations among the dimensions.   
 Correlations among the dimensions indicated that the dimensions were highly correlated 
to one another.  These results suggest that the dimensions are not entirely distinct phenomenon 
from each other.  However, evaluating the correlations is only one measure of construct validity 
and others will be discussed in the following sections. In future studies, consideration should be 
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given to the way items are worded.  Items can be evaluated to assess whether there is a way to 
more closely align them to the intended dimension.   
Confirmatory factor analysis 
 Confirmatory factor analysis was completed in order to further analyze the factor 
structure and provide additional evidence to support the construct validity of the instrument.  The 
seven-factor model was compared against four other conceptually viable models to evaluate the 
difference.  The results of the CFA indicated adequate fit of the seven-factor hypothesized 
model. These results can be interpreted as the items on the CLBI are related to the intended 
dimensions outlined in the study.  The comparison models yielded similar results, however did 
not indicate a significantly better fit then the hypothesized model.  However, as the fit was 
comparable with other models, additional research will be conducted to further validate the 
instrument.  
To explore the relationship between the general change leader behavior dimension and 
the other seven dimensions, a hierarchical CFA was completed. The results indicated that a 
model, inclusive of the general change leader behavior dimension indicated adequate fit.  
Therefore, in future studies the general change leader behavior dimensions can be retained, and 
included in analysis on the instrument.  
 
Internal Consistency Reliability 
 Results indicated the dimensions had internal consistency reliability and the removal of 
any item would not increase the reliability of any dimension.  These results point to consistency 
across the responses for the items in each dimension and provides further evidence that the items 
are measuring a consistent underlying concept.  These results support the retention of items in 
each dimension and adjusting the survey directions to increase variability in responses.   
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Convergent and Divergent Validity 
 In order to further assess construct validity, both convergent and divergent validity were 
calculated.  The results indicated that there were high correlations between the dimensions on the 
CLBI and the two scales used for convergent validity, as anticipated. This shows further 
construct validity as it was theoretically justified that these scales would correlate with the 
dimensions on the CLBI.   
 Two scales were also used to evaluate divergent validity.  The results indicated these 
scales were also highly correlated to the dimensions on the CLBI.  The results point toward a 
limitation in the construct validity of the CLBI.  The intention of divergent scales is to show the 
chosen constructs are not related to the dimensions on the instrument of interest.  If a newly 
developed instrument doesn’t show distinction from other scales, the value of the new instrument 
is limited.  Three explanations should be considered for the high correlations.  One, the halo 
effect might also explain these results.  If subordinates have an overall favorable judgment of 
their leader this would contribute to high ratings on the divergent scales.  Two, the scales used 
for discriminant analysis are not distinct from the behaviors associated with effective change 
leadership; in future studies, alternative discriminant measures could be employed to investigate 
this hypothesis. Three, a potential contribution to these results are context effects, the impact of 
previous questions on the response of later questions (Hoyle, Harris & Judd, 2002).  These items 
came at the end of the survey with a different prompt asking participants to “Please rate the 
extent to which your leader displays the following behaviors in the organization.  These 
questions should be answered with the typical behavioral pattern of your leader, not during a 
change initiative.”  It is possible participants did not read these instructions carefully and were 
still thinking about changes in the organization, rather than their leader in general.   
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 A potential way to counteract this in a future study is to embed the divergent items into 
the survey items.  When considering the items, they need to be similar enough to the change 
related behaviors not to seem too dissimilar from the other items.  However, more exploration 
should be given as to different divergent items which might be embedded into the survey.   
Implications for Practice 
 Leadership is essential for organizational performance and makes a significant difference 
in organizational change (Burke, 2011).   In order to help a leader grow in their practice and 
sustain movement towards organizational success leadership development is essential (Van 
Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010).  Mechanisms for leadership development can be internal 
and external training programs, executive coaching, and 360 performance evaluations (Alimo-
Metcalfe, 1998).  The latter of the approaches is comparable to the purpose of CLBI for 
leadership development.   
A 360 performance review is a leadership development tool which aggregates 
perceptions of leadership behaviors from supervisor, direct reports, peers and the participants 
themselves.  The goal is to provide participants with a comprehensive view of those with whom 
they interact frequently in their organization.  The reports are reviewed and targeted areas of 
development are identified by the 360 participant.  Similarly, the CLBI asks for direct reports to 
provide their perceptions of their leader around change related behaviors.  The reports of these 
perceptions allow change leaders to reflect and choose targeted areas for development.  There are 
a few differences between the two development tools.  The CLBI does not ask for a self, 
supervisor or peer perspective.  For this instrument, this decision was made because it is assumed 
that supervisors and peers don’t see the day-to-day behaviors related to change that are reflected 
in the instrument.  Direct reports are in the best position to reflect on the extent to which change 
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related behaviors on the CLBI are evidenced by their leaders.  Self-reports were not a part of this 
study, but will be considered for future studies.   
 Change leaders will receive a written report summarizing the results of the feedback from 
their direct reports (Nadler, 1977).  The report will provide feedback in the seven dimensions on 
the instrument as well as the results of individual items.  The CLBI will allow the leader to 
reflect on their strengths, areas for development, hidden strengths, and blind spots (Alimo-
Metcalfe, 1998) in regards to leading change.  It will be suggested that leaders prioritize areas to 
develop and focus on one or two (Center for Creative Leadership, 2004).   
 A suggestion to organizations administering the CLBI is to work with an Organizational 
Development (OD) professional in order to support the facilitation of the process, from 
distribution of the instrument to one-on-one feedback sessions with leaders to discuss the results 
(Nadler, 1977). Feedback meetings based on data-points can influence the behavioral change 
process (Klein, Kraut, & Wolfson, 1971; Nadler, 1977).  A meeting with change Leaders would 
be most effective considering both the process and content of the session.  Attention must be 
given to what the data is revealing about the participant’s strengths and areas for development in 
regard to change. How the conversation is facilitated on interpretation of the results is important 
to the process. Focus on these areas in the feedback session will increase the effective of the 
session.  
The CLBI allows an opportunity to provide group results, which could lead to 
organizational development opportunities around change. An aggregate report could be 
generated for a team, department or division.  Assessing these results across the group could help 
to diagnosis where challenges at the group level exist.  Organizations often reference change, but 
with little understanding of the theories and frameworks on effective change. The CLBI can 
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support organizations with data-driven discussions around behaviors related to effective change.  
It is suggested that conversations at the group level are also facilitated by an OD professional. 
These professionals can be either internal or external to the organization.  
Limitations 
A few limitations to the current study have been discussed, but more should be 
considered in the interpretation of the results. The main limitation to the study is that there is not 
independent, objective assessment of the target leader’s change leader effectiveness.  As there 
was a lack of variation in the scores, it isn’t clear if the items were understood as specific 
behaviors identified by the direct reports.  An objective assessment would help to identify if the 
limitation is due to the instrument itself or by the rater.   
Another possible limitation is with the MTurk sample.  While there is support for the 
validity and reliability of the MTurk sample, there is still a need for more research to be 
completed to understand the difference, if any, between the MTurk population and other 
samples.  This study was intended for individuals who were currently employed.  While there 
were explicit directions on MTurk indicating that participants had to be employed, there was no 
way to verify the respondents were actually employed. 
 The organization sample is also a potential limitation.  Some organization samples were 
gathered from one department or division in the organization.  This could have generated bias as 
the direct reports could have responded similarly to the survey as they share a Leader.  Ideally, 
the sample for instrument validation would be the average scores of a leader’s direct reports with 
a focus on a sample of leaders with known variation in their leadership style.  However, using 
this sampling method was not considered reasonable as such a large sample was needed to 
validate the instrument.   
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 A final limitation to the study was the lack of qualitative information.  There was not an 
opportunity for participants to provide evidence for their ratings and additional commentary on 
the leader’s behaviors.  This information could have provided insight into the participants 
understanding of the items and dimensions of the instrument.  Consideration should be given to 
the incorporation of qualitative data in future studies in order to triangulate with the quantitative 
data.   
 
Implications for Future Research 
There are a few implications for future research.  First, the survey responses could be tied 
to specific changes in an organization.  In the present study the directions were “Think of recent 
changes that have occurred in your organization when answering the following questions.  
Indicate how your leader leads change.”  These instructions did not prompt thoughts around a 
specific transformational change for participants when selecting their responses.  Further studies 
could modify the directions, instructing participants to think about the current change in their 
organization and ensure the change is transformational. These directions could help participants 
to move away from global judgments towards their leader.  This would also require that the 
survey be distributed to organizations known to currently be going through an organizational 
change.   
Another approach would be to have an objective observer, such as a subject-matter 
expert, use the CLBI to rate change leaders.  The data could be explored to determine whether 
the questions are interpreted differently by subordinates and subject-matter experts. 
Determination could be made on whether subordinates are able to distinguish change specific 
behaviors. 
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A third approach would be to ensure participants understand that their responses are truly 
anonymous.  For the organizations who participated in this study, emails were sent by an 
individual within the organization as it has shown to improve response rate (Cook, Heath, & 
Thompson, 2000; Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2007).  However, this study had a low response 
rate, even with an individual internal to the organization requesting participation.  To try to 
increase the feeling of anonymity, the research could contact the participants directly.    
 Finally, additional research should consider the relationship between responses around 
effective change leader behaviors and successful change.  This research could explore the 
relationship between the change leader behaviors and change success in the organization.  
Objective criteria for effective change would be used to determine the relationships between 
behaviors and change outcomes.   
Conclusion 
 This study was the first step in developing a measure of change leader behaviors.  The 
results of the study provide encouragement for additional research required to validate the 
instrument.  In the CLBI’s current state there is support for content and construct validity as well 
as reliable dimensions.  However, in the CLBI’s current form, there are high correlations among 
the hypothesized dimensions as well as the divergent scales.  Future research should explore how 
to increase variability in responses as well as ensuring each dimension is a distinct concept.  
Additionally, further exploration is needed into the change leaders’ behaviors and successful 
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Researchers at Teachers College, Columbia University are currently conducting a study on 
behaviors of Leaders of who lead change in organizations. Led by Dr. Pasmore, the research 
aims to construct an instrument that assesses dimensions of leadership behaviors in relation to 
leading change. As your organization/department is currently going though change, or has 
recently gone through a change, we would like your employees’ participation in a short survey, 
specifically the teams who have been involved in the change.  
 
Our goal is to collect data from organizations to validate the instrument. The survey items were 
constructed based on current research findings around change leader behaviors. The questions 
are directed to employees to assess their Leader’s behaviors in leading change. The goal of the 
instrument is to help Leaders identify areas of strengths and areas for development to lead 
change more effectively.  
 
The survey should only take 15-20 minutes to complete.  Below is a link so you may preview the 




If you are willing to participate please contact us.  In return for your participation we will 
provide a report that summarizes the data from your organization.  Responses around individual 
Leader behavior will not be given, rather it will be an aggregate report around the whole 
organization.    
 
If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact xxx. Your participation in the study will 
be valuable in advancing our knowledge of change management and leadership.  
 
 














APPENDIX B: Organization Email to Potential Participants 
Organization Participants 
Dear XXX, 
Researchers at Columbia University, Teachers College are conducting research on behaviors of 
Leaders of who lead change in organizations. You have been identified as someone who would 
be in a good position to assess the behavior or your immediate Leader in leading change in your 
organization.  Please refer to your immediate Leader when completing the online survey. The 
survey should take no more than 15-20 minutes to complete. Completion of the survey is entirely 
voluntary and results are anonymous.  Responses on an organizational level will be provided to 
your organization.  Responses will be provided in aggregate and not attributable to any one 
individual.  You will not be asked to provide any identifying information in the survey.  
Below is the link for the survey:  
xxx 
The survey should be completed by XXX. 























APPENDIX C: Informed Consent 
INFORMED CONSENT  
DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: Professor William Pasmore and Rebecca Stilwell of 
Teachers College, Columbia University are inviting you to participate in this study to understand 
the behaviors Leaders engage in to lead successful change. If you agree to participate, you will 
be asked to fill out an online survey, regarding current change practices in your organization. 
RISKS AND BENEFITS: This study involves no more risk than the risks you encounter in daily 
life.  While there may be no direct benefit to you from participating in this study, business 
community will benefit by understanding how effective leaders guide their units through change. 
If you do not want to participate in all aspects of the study you are able to stop at any time.  
COMPENSATION: There is no compensation for participating in this study. 
DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: The data goes directly to Prof. 
William Pasmore and Rebecca Stilwell of Teachers College, Columbia University.  Any 
information provided and/or identifying records will remain confidential and kept in a locked file 
and/or password-protected computer file in the researcher’s office for a minimum of five years. 
The current study will not ask you to provide any specific identifying information.    
 
For more information about confidentiality, please go to: 
http://grants.nih.gov/grants/policy/coc/ 
 
TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 15-20 minutes.  
HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: The results of this research project may be made public and 
information quoted in professional journals and meetings, but information from this study will 


















APPENDIX D: Organization Reminder Email to Potential Participants 
Email Subject Line:  Columbia University Research Request for Participation in Research on 
Change Leader Behaviors: Reminder 
Thank you to all of the individuals who have completed the online survey around change Leader 
behaviors.  If you have not had a chance to do so yet, please see below for the original request 
for participation.  It would be great if you could take 15-20 minutes to fill out the survey by 
(xxx). 
Dear XXX, 
Researchers at Columbia University, Teachers College are conducting research on behaviors of 
Leaders of who lead change in organizations. You have been identified as someone who would 
be in a good position to assess the behavior or your immediate Leader in leading change in your 
organization.  Please refer to your immediate Leader when completing the online survey. The 
survey should take no more than 15-20 minutes to complete. Completion of the survey is entirely 
voluntary and results are anonymous.  Responses on an organizational level will be provided to 
your organization.  Responses will be provided in aggregate and not attributable to any one 
individual.  You will not be asked to provide any identifying information in the survey.  
Below is the link for the survey:  
xxx 
The survey needs to be completed by XXX. 
















APPENDIX E: Initial Survey to Subject Matter Experts 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the content validation of our change leader assessment 
tool.  The instrument is meant to assess behaviors of change leaders in organizations in 9 
different dimensions.  For this part of the study we would like you to read through the items and 
indicate which dimension you believe the item to fall under.  The definitions of the dimensions 
are listed below and have also been emailed to you for you to print prior to taking this 
survey.  Please contact Rebecca Stilwell at ras2189@tc.columbia.edu  or DaHee Shon at 
ds3144@tc.columbia.edu  if you have any questions.  Below are the definitions for the 
dimensions or of the instrument.   
 
Dimension Subdimension Definition 
Communicating the 
need for change  
Leader identifies the need for change and creates a new vision; Leader 
communicates the need for change 
Sharing information 
during change  
Leader constantly relays necessary information to all stakeholders involved in 




Leader sets clear goals and responsibilities; Leader creates a change plan to align 
support  
Engaging 
Leader creates opportunities for meaningful involvement in change; Leader 
demonstrates passion and commitment to change; Leader provides opportunities 
to influence what and how of change  
Aligning People Leader aligns key stakeholders with change objectives  
Aligning Processes Leader aligns systems and processes to support change  
Execution Leader carries out plan; Leader makes sure things get done  
Monitoring & 
Adjusting Leader monitors progress after change has taken place 
Sustaining 
Leader shows a clear understanding of the impact of change on organizational, 
team, and individual levels; Leader actively establishes ways to reinforce and 
normalize new behaviors  
Outcome Results and perceptions of change success  
For the following statements, please indicate the dimension of change that best reflects the 
statement.  If you have any comments on categorizing the particular statement into one of the 
dimensions or if you have thoughts on the wording, etc. of the items please write in the comment 
box below each item.   
No Item 
1 Clearly communicates the need for change   
2 Uses effective, vivid examples in communicating the future vision   
3 Secures buy-in from stakeholders    
4 Makes sure change happens   
5 Gets us involved    
6 Plans how to align different stakeholders   
7 Tracks progress to evaluate the need for possible adjustments to change processes   
8 Communicates the clear vision for change   
9 Clearly articulates key goals required to achieve desired change   
10 After change, reinforces behaviors that support organizational goals     
11 Keeps people focused on execution when competing priorities arise    
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12 Encourages us to try new ways of doing things   
13 Accepts responsibility for executing change     
14 Seeks feedback on how change is going   
15 Analyzes potential risks of change and plans ways to deal with them   
16 Aligns systems and processes to support change    
17 Seeks our input throughout change processes   
18 Actively listens to others concerns about planned change   
19 Clearly explains the connection between changes in our division/department and the larger organization   
20 Stays connected to other stakeholders throughout change processes   
21 Realigns responsibilities with new ways of working    
22 Provides recognition for behaviors that support change    
23 Plans ahead to make certain appropriate tools and resources are in place to carry out change   
24 Focuses on sustaining progress toward change    
25 Makes adjustments to the approach to change when deemed necessary   
26 Takes appropriate actions toward change goals   
27 Involves the team in decisions around change   
28 After change, ensures people continue the new ways of working    
29 Makes certain key stakeholders stayed aligned around change   
30 Uses multiple communication channels to inform others   
31 Demonstrates a deep commitment to change   
32 Removes roadblocks as they arise during change   
33 Negotiates clear roles and responsibilities with stakeholders before change   
34 Is able to handle conflict that arises as change occurs    
35 Communicates transparently    
36 Discusses changes occurring outside the organization that can effect us   
37 Acts on feedback from team members about what's working and what's not   
38 Makes the team members feel that they are capable of implementing change   
39 Makes certain leaders understand our concerns    
40 Ensures informal leaders are onboard with change   
41 Converts long-term goals into concrete action plans   
42 Tells us what we need to know during change   
43 Prevents others from taking actions that would reverse progress   
44 Sets attainable goals for change    
45 Provides training that supports change    
46 Gets team members to do what has to be done during change    
47 Passes along information from upper management    
48 Deals effectively with resistance during change    
49 Resists taking actions that would reverse progress   
50 Keeps us informed about what is happening outside our department   
51 Gets stakeholders to do what has to be done during change    
52 Aligns standards for team performance with change goals   
53 Secures buy-in from team members   
For the following items around change outcomes, please indicate any comments you have on the wording of the 
following statements.  
  
  Outcomes Items  
54 I feel hopeful for the future of this organization 
55 I am confident that the organization is becoming more successful 
56 I trust my Leader to lead change in our division/department. 
57 I believe in the value of changes the organization is making  
58 I feel responsible for helping change to be successful 
59 I am confident in how I will be supported through change 
60 I believe we can successfully implement change 
61 I feel we are making progress as an organization  
62 Overall my Leader is doing a good job of leading change 










Agreement% Final Item Final Dimension 
1 Clearly communicates the need for change 
Communicating 
the need for 
change 
93% Clearly communicates the need for change 
Communicating the need 
for change* 
2 
Uses effective, vivid examples 
in communicating the future 
vision 
Communicating 
the need for 
change 
87% 
Uses effective, compelling 
examples in communicating the 
future vision 
Communicating the need 
for change* 
3 Secures buy-in from stakeholders Aligning People 60% 
Secures buy-in from 
stakeholders Overall* 
4 Makes sure change happens Execution 87% Makes sure change happens Execution* 
5 Gets us involved Engaging 87% Gets us involved in the change Engaging* 
6 Plans how to align different stakeholders 
Planning & 
Preparation 60% 





Tracks progress to evaluate the 
need for possible adjustments 
to change processes 
Monitoring & 
Adjusting 93% 
Tracks progress to evaluate the 
need for possible adjustments 
to change processes 
Monitoring & Adjusting* 
8 Communicates the clear vision for change 
Communicating 
the need for 
change 
93% Communicates the clear vision for change 
Communicating the need 
for change* 
9 
Clearly articulates key goals 






Clearly articulates key goals 
required to achieve desired 
change - provides regular 
updates during change 
Sharing information during 
change 
10 
After change, reinforces 
behaviors that support 
organizational goals 
Sustaining 100% 
After change, reinforces 




Keeps people focused on 
execution when competing 
priorities arise 
Sustaining 87% 
Keeps people focused on 
execution when competing 
priorities arise during change 
Execution** 
12 Encourages us to try new ways of doing things Engaging 73% 
Encourages us to try new ways 
of doing things Engaging 
13 Accepts responsibility for executing change Execution 87% 
Accepts responsibility for 
executing change Execution 
14 Seeks feedback on how change is going 
Monitoring & 
Adjusting 60% 
Monitors progress on how 
change is going Monitoring & Adjusting* 
15 
Analyzes potential risks of 




Analyzes potential risks of 
change and plans ways to deal 
with them 
Planning & Preparation* 
16 Aligns systems and processes to support change 
Aligning 
Processes 100% 
Aligns systems and processes 
to support change Overall** 
17 Seeks our  input throughout change processes Engaging 73% 
Seeks our  input throughout 
change processes Engaging 
18 Actively listens to others concerns about planned change Engaging 27% 
Actively listens to others 
concerns about planned change Engaging 
19 
Clearly explains the connection 
between changes in our 
division/department and the 
larger organization 
Communicating 
the need for 
change 
53% 
Clearly explains the connection 
between changes in our 









Stays connected to other 
stakeholders throughout change 
processes 
Aligning People*** 
21 Realigns responsibilities with new ways of working 
Aligning 
Processes 67% 
Realigns responsibilities with 
new ways of working Aligning Processes*** 
22 Provides recognition for behaviors that support change 
Aligning 
Processes 80% 
Provides recognition for 
behaviors that support change Sustaining** 
23 
Plans ahead to make certain 
appropriate tools and resources 
are in place to carry out change 
Planning & 
Preparation 87% 
Plans ahead to make certain 
appropriate tools and resources 
are in place to carry out change 
Planning & Preparation* 
24 Focuses on sustaining progress toward change Sustaining 80% 
Focuses on sustaining progress 
toward change Sustaining* 
25 
Makes adjustments to the 




Makes adjustments to the 
approach to change when 
deemed necessary 
Monitoring & Adjusting* 
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26 Takes appropriate actions toward change goals Execution 87% 
Takes appropriate actions 
toward change goals Execution* 
27 Involves the team in decisions around change Engaging 93% 
Involves the team in decisions 
around change Engaging* 
28 
After change, ensures people 
continue the new ways of 
working 
Sustaining 93% 
After change, ensures people 






Makes certain key stakeholders 






Makes certain key stakeholders 
stayed aligned around change 
 
General Change Manager 
Behavior* 




93% Uses multiple communication channels to inform others 
Sharing information during 
change* 
31 Demonstrates a deep commitment to change Engaging 53% 
Demonstrates a deep 
commitment to change 
General Change Manager 
Behavior* 
32 Removes roadblocks as they arise during change Executing 73% 
Removes roadblocks as they 
arise during change Execution 
33 
Negotiates clear roles and 
responsibilities with 
stakeholders before change 
Planning & 
Preparation 73% 
Negotiates clear roles and 
responsibilities with 
stakeholders before change 
Planning & Preparation 
34 Is able to handle conflict that arises as change occurs 
Monitoring & 
Adjusting 20% 
Is able to handle conflict that 
arises as change occurs 
General Change Manager 
Behavior * 




80% Communicates transparently about the change 
Sharing information during 
change* 
36 
Discusses changes occurring 
outside the organization that 
can effect us 
Communicating 
the need for 
change 
27% 
Discusses changes occurring 
outside the organization that 
can effect us 
General Change Manager 
Behavior* 
37 
Acts on feedback from team 
members about what's working 
and what's not 
Monitoring & 
Adjusting 60% 
Acts on feedback from team 
members about what's working 
and what's not 
General Change Manager 
Behavior* 
38 
Makes the team members feel 
that they are capable of 
implementing change 
Engaging 93% 
Makes the team members feel 
that they are capable of 
implementing change 
Engaging* 
39 Makes certain leaders understand our concerns Aligning People 27% 
Makes sure senior leaders 
understand our concerns 
General Change Manager 
Behavior* 
40 Ensures informal leaders are onboard with change Aligning People 67% 
Ensures informal leaders are 
onboard with change Aligning People*** 
41 Converts long-term goals into concrete action plans 
Planning & 
Preparation 87% 
Converts long-term goals into 
concrete action plans Planning & Preparation* 




87% Tells us what we need to know during change 
Sharing information during 
change* 
43 
Prevents others from taking 
actions that would reverse 
progress 
Sustaining 27% 
Prevents others from taking 
actions that would reverse 
progress 
General Change Manager 
Behavior* 
44 Sets attainable goals for change Planning & Preparation 93% Sets attainable goals for change Planning & Preparation* 
45 Provides training that supports change 
Aligning 
Processes 27% 
Provides training that supports 
change Aligning Processes*** 
46 Gets team members to do what has to be done during change Execution 67% 
Gets team members to do what 
has to be done during change Execution 




100% Passes along information from upper management 
Sharing information during 
change* 
48 Deals effectively with resistance during change Execution 40% 
Deals effectively with 
resistance during change 
General Change Manager 
Behavior* 
49 Resists taking actions that would reverse progress Sustaining 33% 
Resists taking actions that 
would reverse progress Sustaining 
50 
Keeps us informed about what 






Keeps us informed about what 
is happening outside our 
department 
Sharing information during 
change* 
51 Gets stakeholders to do what has to be done during change Execution 53% 
Gets stakeholders to do what 

















































Table 16 B 
Inter-rater Content Adequacy Test 
52 Aligns standards for team performance with change goals 
Aligning 
Processes 47% 
Aligns standards for team 
performance with change goals Aligning Processes*** 
53 Secures buy-in from team members Aligning People 33% 
Secures buy-in from team 
members Aligning People*** 
Note: * retained items 
** retained item and changed dimension 






Table 17  
CLBI Final Items - All                                                                                        
Final Item 
Final Dimension 
Clearly communicates the need for change Communicating the need for change  
Uses effective, compelling examples in communicating the future vision Communicating the need for change  
Communicates the clear vision for change Communicating the need for change  
Gets us involved  Engaging 
Involves the team in decisions around change Engaging 
Makes the team members feel that they are capable of implementing change Engaging 
Makes sure change happens Execution 
Keeps people focused on execution when competing priorities arise  Execution 
Accepts responsibility for executing change   Execution 
Takes appropriate actions toward change goals Execution 
Tracks progress to evaluate the need for possible adjustments to change 
processes 
Monitoring & Adjusting 
Makes adjustments to the approach to change when deemed necessary Monitoring & Adjusting 
Monitors progress towards change goals Monitoring & Adjusting 
Analyzes potential risks of change and plans ways to deal with them Planning & Preparation 
Plans ahead to make certain appropriate tools and resources are in place to 
carry out change 
Planning & Preparation 
Converts long-term goals into concrete action plans Planning & Preparation 
Sets attainable goals for change  Planning & Preparation 
Secures buy-in from stakeholders  General Change Manager Behavior 
Aligns systems and processes to support change  General Change Manager Behavior 
Clearly explains the connection between changes in our division/department 
and the larger organization 
General Change Manager Behavior 
Makes certain key stakeholders stayed aligned around change General Change Manager Behavior 
Demonstrates a deep commitment to change General Change Manager Behavior 
Is able to handle conflict that arises as change occurs  General Change Manager Behavior 
Discusses changes occurring outside the organization that can effect us General Change Manager Behavior 
Acts on feedback from team members about what's working and what's not General Change Manager Behavior 
Makes sure senior leaders understand our concerns  General Change Manager Behavior 
Prevents others from taking actions that would reverse progress General Change Manager Behavior 
Deals effectively with resistance during change  General Change Manager Behavior 
Uses multiple communication channels to inform others Sharing information during change 
Communicates transparently  Sharing information during change 
Tells us what we need to know during change Sharing information during change 
Passes along information from upper management  Sharing information during change 
Keeps us informed about what is happening outside our department Sharing information during change 
After change, reinforces behaviors that support organizational goals   Sustaining 
Provides recognition for behaviors that support change  Sustaining 
Focuses on sustaining progress toward change  Sustaining 
After change, ensures people continue the new ways of working  Sustaining 
                                                                           Convergent Items 
Correctly judges which creative ideas will pay off Managing Change: Leading Change 
Supports activities that position the business for the future Managing Change: Leading Change 
Pushes the organization to adopt new initiatives Managing Change: Leading Change 
Offers novel ideas and perspectives Managing Change: Leading Change 
Fosters a climate of experimentation Managing Change: Leading Change 
Can form novel associations and ideas that create new and different ways of 
solving problems 
Global Competencies: Innovator 
Can depart from accepted group norms of thinking and behaving when 
necessary 
Global Competencies: Innovator 
Can try new approaches Global Competencies: Innovator 
Is entrepreneurial: seizes new opportunities Global Competencies: Innovator 
Consistently generates new ideas Global Competencies: Innovator 































Table 17 A 
                                                                                          Divergent Items 
Has a good understanding of the industry Managing the Work: Knowledge:Trade and Business 
Stays current on new trends in the market Managing the Work: Knowledge:Trade and Business 
Has the technical skills necessary for this industry Managing the Work: Knowledge:Trade and Business 
Understands this organization's product/services.  Managing the Work: Knowledge:Trade and Business 
Avoids prejudging others based on gender Valuing Diversity and Difference: Valuing Diversity 
Tries not to make assumptions about others based on race Valuing Diversity and Difference: Valuing Diversity 
Keeps own cultural viewpoints in check when interacting with a person from 
another culture 
Valuing Diversity and Difference: Valuing Diversity 
Effectively communications with others who differ by gender, ethnic 
background, or nationality 
Valuing Diversity and Difference: Valuing Diversity 
Avoids prejudging others based on nationality Valuing Diversity and Difference: Valuing Diversity 
Is flexible when dealing with others Valuing Diversity and Difference: Valuing Diversity 
                                                                                         Outcome Items  
I feel hopeful for the future of this organization Outcome 
I am confident that the organization is becoming more successful Outcome 
I trust my Leader to lead change in our division/department. Outcome 
I believe in the value of changes the organization is making  Outcome 
I feel responsible for helping change to be successful Outcome 
I am confident in how I will be supported through change Outcome 
I believe we can successfully implement change Outcome 
I feel we are making progress as an organization  Outcome 
Overall my Leader is doing a good job of leading change Outcome 
























































T-test for Equality of Means for Organizations and MTurk 
 
 
Item t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 
95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
1 -0.639 105 0.524 -0.132 0.207 -0.542 0.278 
2 0.348 106 0.728 0.074 0.213 -0.348 0.496 
3 1.303 106 0.195 0.278 0.213 -0.145 0.700 
4 1.680 106 0.096 0.333 0.198 -0.06 0.727 
5 -0.336 106 0.737 -0.074 0.220 -0.511 0.363 
6 0.00 106 1.000 0.000 0.209 -0.414 0.414 
7 1.507 105 0.135 0.341 0.226 -0.108 0.789 
8 1.654 106 0.101 0.352 0.213 -0.07 0.774 
9 1.163 106 0.247 0.241 0.207 -0.169 0.651 
10 0.961 106 0.339 0.222 0.231 -0.236 0.681 
11 -0.351 106 0.727 -0.074 0.211 -0.493 0.345 
12 0.800 104 0.426 0.177 0.222 -0.262 0.617 
13 1.548 105 0.125 0.296 0.191 -0.083 0.675 
14 1.480 106 0.142 0.315 0.213 -0.107 0.736 
15 0.965 106 0.337 0.167 0.173 -0.176 0.509 
16 1.191 106 0.236 0.278 0.233 -0.185 0.740 
17 0.152 105 0.88 0.034 0.226 -0.413 0.482 
18 -0.274 106 0.785 -0.056 0.203 -0.457 0.346 
19 -0.253 106 0.801 -0.056 0.220 -0.492 0.381 
20 1.087 106 0.279 0.222 0.204 -0.183 0.627 
21 -0.643 106 0.521 -0.148 0.230 -0.605 0.308 
22 1.729 106 0.087 0.352 0.204 -0.052 0.755 
23 1.036 105 0.302 0.203 0.196 -0.185 0.591 
24 0.490 106 0.625 0.093 0.189 -0.282 0.467 
25 0.469 105 0.640 0.101 0.214 -0.324 0.526 
26 -0.090 106 0.928 -0.019 0.206 -0.427 0.389 
27 -1.943 106 0.055 -0.352 0.181 -0.711 0.007 
28 -0.063 105 0.950 -0.014 0.222 -0.454 0.426 
29 -0.442 106 0.660 -0.093 0.210 -0.508 0.323 
30 0.260 106 0.795 0.056 0.214 -0.368 0.479 
31 0.745 106 0.458 0.167 0.224 -0.277 0.610 
32 1.673 106 0.097 0.370 0.221 -0.069 0.809 
33 0.749 106 0.455 0.167 0.222 -0.274 0.608 
34 -0.632 106 0.529 -0.130 0.205 -0.537 0.277 
35 1.874 106 0.064 0.426 0.227 -0.025 0.877 
36 2.048 106 0.043* 0.370 0.181 0.012 0.729 
37 -0.728 106 0.468 -0.148 0.204 -0.552 0.255 
Note: p < .05 indicating significant differences in responses 
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Table 19 
Item Level Descriptive Statistics 
Item N Mean Std. Deviation Variance Skewness SE Kurtosis     SE 
1 399 4.00 0.989 0.977 -0.716* 0.122  -0.325 0.244 
2 397 3.91 1.031 1.063 -0.619 0.122 -0.597 0.244 
3 395 3.77 1.007 1.014 -0.490 0.123 -0.387 0.245 
4 396 3.77 0.946 0.894 -0.400* 0.123 -0.322 0.245 
5 385 3.84 1.049 1.101 -0.539 0.124 -0.628 0.248 
6 394 3.79 0.963 0.926 -0.509* 0.123 -0.426 0.245 
7 393 3.89 1.059 1.122 -0.611 0.123 -0.644 0.246 
8 392 3.58 1.082 1.17 -0.279 0.123 -0.799 0.246 
9 393 3.63 0.982 0.964 -0.363* 0.123 -0.474 0.246 
10 397 3.70 1.084 1.175 -0.506 0.122 -0.589 0.244 
11 394 3.93 1.014 1.029 -0.706 0.123 -0.163 0.245 
12 396 3.80 1.058 1.119 -0.621 0.123 -0.419 0.245 
13 396 3.85 0.959 0.92 -0.585* 0.123 -0.249 0.245 
14 394 3.75 0.984 0.968 -0.536* 0.123 -0.163 0.245 
15 393 3.77 0.913 0.834 -0.385* 0.123 -0.527* 0.246 
16 394 3.69 1.141 1.302 -0.554 0.123 -0.677 0.245 
17 387 3.75 1.056 1.114 -0.553 0.124 -0.486 0.247 
18 380 3.68 0.942 0.888 -0.353* 0.125 -0.328 0.25 
19 396 3.64 0.966 0.934 -0.455* 0.123 -0.267 0.245 
20 388 3.53 0.979 0.958 -0.271* 0.124 -0.488 0.247 
21 382 3.47 1.036 1.074 -0.400 0.125 -0.324 0.249 
22 397 3.72 1.015 1.03 -0.408 0.122 -0.566 0.244 
23 394 3.83 0.947 0.896 -0.680* 0.123 0.183 0.245 
24 397 3.70 1.025 1.051 -0.620 0.122 -0.059 0.244 
25 396 3.61 1.006 1.013 -0.404 0.123 -0.337 0.245 
26 392 3.67 1.028 1.057 -0.516 0.123 -0.224 0.246 
27 392 3.76 0.995 0.99 -0.544* 0.123 -0.267 0.246 
28 369 3.66 1.055 1.112 -0.408 0.127 -0.561 0.253 
29 383 3.65 0.983 0.966 -0.466* 0.125 -0.256 0.249 
30 394 3.53 1.029 1.059 -0.336 0.123 -0.599 0.245 
31 397 3.62 1.082 1.17 -0.564 0.122 -0.345 0.244 
32 391 3.57 1.052 1.107 -0.346 0.123 -0.56 0.246 
33 388 3.66 1.048 1.098 -0.429 0.124 -0.538 0.247 
34 394 3.58 1.011 1.022 -0.341 0.123 -0.464 0.245 
35 388 3.62 1.029 1.059 -0.493 0.124 -0.341 0.247 
36 396 3.76 0.923 0.851 -0.381* 0.123 -0.395 0.245 
37 392 3.61 0.992 0.984 -0.416* 0.123 -0.309 0.246 
p < .01 * 
 














Communicating the Need for Change  .806 
      1 .712  
      2 .685  
      3 .798  
Engaging  .860 
      1 .777  
      2 .781  
      3 .857  
Execution  .852 
      1 .821  
      2 .773  
      3 .804  
      4 .846  
Monitoring & Adjusting  .801 
      1 .786  
      2 .680  
      3 .713  
Planning & Preparation  .851 
      1 .812  
      2 .825  
      3 .783  
      4 .818  
Sharing Information During Change  .849 
     1 .824  
     2 .822  
     3 .813  
     4 .814  
     5 .818  
Sustaining  .807 
     1 .768  
     2 .730  
     3 .791  
     4 .744  
Overall  .923 
     1 .917  
     2 .917  
     3 .912  
     4 .920  
     5 .918  
     6 .916  
     7 .915  
     8 .915  
     9 .914  
    10 .915  
    11 .914  
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Table 21 
Regression Analysis on Outcome Variable - Trusta 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Factor B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
1 1.108 .045 .777* .760 .088 .533* .607 .100 .386* .543 .104 .380* 
2    .360 .0079 ..282* .320 .079 .247* .291 .080 .228* 
3       .199 .066 .214* .168 .067 .138* 
4          .128 .059 .110* 
R2 .603 .623 .632 .636 
F for change in R2 606.164 328.770 226.790 172.853 
p < .01 *  
a I trust my Leader to lead change in our division/department. 
1 -General Change Leader Behavior 
2- Planning & Preparation 








Regression Analysis on Outcome Variable- Good Job Overalla 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Factor B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
1 1.115 .047 .770* .783 .093 .514* .554 .113 .383* .477 .117 .329* 
2    .349 .085 .263* 307 .085 .232* .272 .085 .205* 
3       .278 .081 .215* .241 .082 .186* 
4          .153 .060 .130* 
5             
R2 .593 .610 .621 .627 
F for change in R2 573.009 306.354 213.812 164.219 
p < .01 * p < .05** 
a Overall my Leader is doing a good job of leading change. 
1 - General Change Leader Behaviors 
2- Sharing Information During Change 
3-Planning & Preparation 
4- Engaging 
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